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USSR: 


SDI, SPACE aris 


SAGDEYEV INTERVIEWED ON ABM TREATY 


52001002 Moscow TASS in English 2157 GNT 3 Oct 87 


[fext] Moscow October 3 TASS—“The Soviet-U-S. 
treaty on the limitation of anti-ballistic missile systems ts 
an cxceptionally important treaty the significance of 
which is difficult to overestimate”, stated Academician 
Roald Sagdcyev. director of the Space Research Institute 
of the USSR Academy of Sciences. 


In an interview with Sovict television on the occasion of 
the 15th anniversary of the treaty’s entering into force, 
he pointed out the strategic parity equation includes 
nuclear retaliation forces which are called upon to kecp 
the sides from suddenly attacking each other. 


“If some forces, even the so-called defence forces. are 
introduced to the equation, the entire state of strategic 
balance changes qualitatively. This may lead to a totally 
unrestrained increase in offensive forces, too. It was 
precisely the awareness of this fact that led to the signing 
of a treaty to this cffect by the United States and the 
Sovict Union 15 years ago. The existence and obser- 
vance of the treaty has influenced further arms control 
and arms reduction processes”. 


In answer to the question to what extent the ABM treaty 
applies to the establishment of a space-based anti-missile 
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defence system and whether scientists and enemy ers 
thought about the possibility of developing such a sy«tem 
15 years ago. Roald Sapgdcyev pointed out that, on the 
onc hand, scientists and cngincers supposed that sooner 
or later such types of technology as laser ones, and 
further advances in space technology. could m prc ipl: 
bring about technical possibilitics for the dev clopmcnt 
of powerful orbital weapons. Therefore the concept of 
limiting strategic defence research had always been tub. 
ing this possibility inte account. 


“On the other hand, considering the strategic belo ec 
equation. it does not maticr where defence ts mamtaimned 
from the carth or outer space. If the two sides apiece to 
limit defence, this should apply to outer space as well”. 


“Attempts at the so-callect broad interpretation of the 
ABM Treaty, the attempts which boil down to aceettion 
that it is ostensibly possible to test new technolopics in 
outer space, undoubtedly run counter to the letter and 
spirit of the ABM Treaty”. emphasized the director of 
the Space Research Institute of the USSR Academy of 
Sciences. 








SOVLET COMMENTATOR ON SDI, REAGAN STANCE 


U.S.-USSR NUCLEAR, SPACE ARNS TALKS 


LD151450 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1030 GMT 15 Oct 87 


[Text] In an interview to CNN Television, U.S. Presi- 
dent Reagan expressed the view that the Soviet Union 
has supposedly changed its position regarding the non- 
militarization of space and that it is now ready for an 
accord on a 50% reduction of strategic arms, even under 
conditions of the United States abandoning the ABM 
Treaty. At the same time, Reagan quite clearly stated his 
refusal to give up even partially his Star Wars program 
for the sake of progress at the talks on strategic arms. We 
have asked Vladimir Bogachev, TASS commentator on 
military issues, to comment on this statement by the U.S. 
President: 


[Bogachev] In his interview the President often pre- 
sented desirability as reality, in particular the part con- 
cerning the Strategic Defense Initiative—this is what the 
Star Wars program is called in Washington. I want to say 
that our country's principled position toward this pro- 
gram—the Soviet demands for linking the reduction of 
strategic arms with the pledge by the two sides not to 
extend the strike arms race to space—remain unchange- 
able. We believe that it is senseless to liquidate strategic 
arms on the relatively small area of the earth's surface if 
at the same time the green light is given to the deploy- 
ment of strike weapons systems in infinite space. The 
deployment of unpredictable and thus extremely danger- 
ous arms in space around the earth will, besides other 
things, sharply increase the risk of a disastrous nuclear 
war. This can happen as a result of an incorrect assess- 
ment of the other side's intentions, a computer malfunc- 
tion, of warning and communication sysiems; or simply 
a malfunction of systems. 


/8309 
CSO: 52001005 


I want to draw attention to the fact that the position of 
the Soviet Union on the reduction of strategic arms is 
not rigid. Our delegation in Geneva is constantly 
engaged in a search for solutions which would take into 
account the interests of |‘ e two sides. The Soviet Union 
has proposed at the talks to reach an agreement on a 50% 
reduction of strategic arms on the basis of mutual 
pledges, and not to witiiraw from the ABM Treaty fora 
period of 10 years. The Soviet Union has proposed 
agreement on a list of systems, whose launching into 
space would either be prohibited or allowed. 


A number of new proposals have also been submitted by 
Soviet diplomais regarding research work. However, 
Washington, as it has been noted, does not wish to give 
up even a part of its program on the militarization of 
space for the sake of progress on the path of reducing 
nuclear long-range missiles. It has to be noted that if it 
was not for the fanatical support of the present admin- 
istration for the Star Wars program, the question of a 
5075 reduction in arms s\stems would have been solved 
a long time ago, in the interests of all mankind. 


The numerical levels of reduction havi: been agiced on, 
the sublevels of composite clements of stiatcgic triades 
have been defined. The Soviet Union, moving halfway 
toward the wishes of the US. side, has agreed to reduce 
by half its heavy intercontinental missiles. One can only 
hope that common sense will eventually take the upper 
hand in Washington. The pcoples of our planet need star 
peace, not Star Wars. 











USSR: 


U.S.-USSR NUCELLAR, SPACK AM TALrs 


BOGDANOV ON ARMS ACCORD, SUMMIT, SDI 


52001001 Paris LIBERATION in French 1 Oct &7 p 24 


[Interview with Radomir Bogdanov, deputy director of 
the USSR Academy of Sciences United States of Amer- 
ica and Canada Institute, by Alexandre Adler—date and 
place not given] 


[fext}) Lideration, The agreement reached between the 
United States and the Soviet Union on 18 September is 
going to lead to a third Reagan-Gorbachev summit and 
to the first U_S.-Soviet treaty since SALT II (which has 
never becn ratified). Yet the Soviet Union spoke only of 
an “agreement in principle.” Can this be seen as a sign of 
some reservations? 


Bogdanov: | think that we have all witnessed a very 
important event, not only in Soviet-U.S. relations, but 
even on a world scale. Moreover, we expect it to produce 
very positive developments for international relations as 
a whole, not just for the USSR and the United States. 
Having said that, we do not yet have full agreement, but 
just “an agreement in principle” on the possibility of 
Signing a treaty. In my view “in principle” means a great 
deal: It means that the major problems have been solved 
and that only technical details remain. The heads of the 
Sovict and U.S. delegations in Geneva have been given 
instructions to make things official. So, the agreement 
has not yet been completed, but this will not take long. 


Hlowever, we must remain cautious. There is still a great 
ccal of fairly difficult work to do before the final signing. 
I must remind you that, in the past, we have seen 
unexpected developments when agreements reached 
have not been carried through as a result of upheavals on 
the U.S. political stage. | wovd hate to see such a 
situation recur. If you look at what is happening in the 
United States, and at all the forces which have been 
mobilized against this agreement, you have every reason 
to think that the battle to conclude the treaty is not over. 
There is no problem on the Soviet side, but the problems 
are just beginning on the US. side. 


Liberation. Shultz and Shevardnadze referred to the 
practical possibility of a second agreement, this time 
relating to strategic arms, from the first half of 1988, at 
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the end of which the U'SSR and the United States would 
halve their central arsenals. Does this mean that the 
USSR would agree to scparate negotiations on offensive 
weapons and the problems linked to the SDI, contrary to 
the position adopted at both the Geneva and Reykjavik 
summits? 


Bogdanov: | think that tf we succeed in reaching apiee- 
ment on the INF (the Furomiussiles), we will have created 
a very favorable psychological climate for making gicat 
progress in the strategic nuclear arms sphere. Let us 
repeat that we have alrcady agreed “in principle” to 
halve the Soviet and U.S. strategic arsenals. Obviously, 
all this can only be donc provided the 1972 ABM Treaty 
has been strengthened im such a way that. over the newt 
10 years, neither side will try to violate it or oversicp its 
limits. 


In my view, there can be no compromise on the close 
link between the SU-percent reduction and the 1972 
treaty. Morcover, this is common sense, because the two 
problems are logically interdependent. But, we are also 
very realistic, because we think that the SDI can encour- 
age an offensive stratcgy. so much so that it woukl 
inevitably lead toe a new arms race, which would have the 
one result of destroying all other arms limitation possi- 
bilitics in other spheres. That is why we ought to caam- 
ine this question very scriously. 


Liberation: Even before Reykjavik, the USSR refered to 
the possibility of a moratorium on the SDI, and of a 
redefinition of laboratory experiments which are permut- 
ted, as opposed to operational research. Is there a possi- 
bility of compromise here? 


Bogdanov: I think that your leaders know that on several 
occasions, including the latest Washington mecting, we 
told the Americans that we are prepared to discussed 
these subjects for negotiation to which you have just 
referred. We expect the Americans at least .o cxpress 
their views on this subjcct—what they think is possible 
and what is not. 











USSR: 


PM140839 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 3 Oct 87 Morning Edition p 6 


INTERMEDIATLE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


IMPACT OF MISSILE CUTS ON SECURITY ARGUED 


Bogdanov, UK Academic Debate 


("IZVESTIYA Round Table" discussion between IZVESTIYA correspondent A. Ostalskiy 


and Professor John Ericson, head of Edinburgh University Vefense Research Center, 


and Professor Radomir Georgiyevich Bogdanov, deputy director of the USSR 


Academy of Sciences’ United States of America and Canada Institute: 
to Disarmament Is Untrodden, But There Is No Alternative to It"; first paragraph 


is editorial introduction] 


[Text] From 28 through 30 September the latest “Edin- 
burgh conversations” took place in Moscow. This is the 
name given to meetings between Soviet and British 
public and scientists from the two countries which havc 
now become traditional. They were first held in 1980 in 
Edinburgh on the initiative of Edinburgh University and 
the Scotland-USSR Society with the participation of the 
Union of Soviet Societies for Friendship and Cultural 
Relations With Foreign Countries and the USSR-Britain 
Society. Since then they have taken place alternately in 
Britain and in our country. U.S. representatives have 
alsc taken part in them since 1983. At the end of the 
present meeting, the seventh, /zvestiya correspondent A. 
Ostalskiy chatted with two of its participants—Professor 
John Ericson, head of the Edinburgh University Defense 
Research Center, and Professor Radomir Georgiyevich 
Bcgdanov, deputy director of the USSR Academy of 
Sciences’ United States of America and Canada Insti- 
tute. 


[Ostalskiy} The “Edinburgh conversations” have always 
been distinguished by frankness and a free exchange of 
opinions. This time, certainly, varied viewpoints and 
varied opinions on how to survive in the nuclear agc 
were also expressed. But on what points exactly did the 
meeting's participants agree with one another? 


[Ericson] No one doubts the need to prevent nuclear war 
and reduce u.rmaments. There is indisputably a gencral 
understanding of the importance of the agreement on 
medium-range and operational-tactical missiks—for the 
first time it i* a question of a real reduction in nucicar 
arsenals and not a buildup. There is also the realization 
that this agreement must serve as a precedent, a mocc! 
for future efforts. 


"The Path 








[Bogdanov}] We have embarked on a new phase of lilc. 
New thinking is being introduced into international 
politics. The path to disarmament is difficult and 
untrodden and we are at its very beginning. A whole 
group of conceptual discussions between us and our 
Western partners, who reflect the system of views which 
have taken shape in the West over the last 40 years, is 
—. place around the question of how to proccc:d 
u 1 


[Ostalskiy} The Soviet Union's concept, whether it is 
accepted in the West or not, is in any event clear. For us 
the final aim of the entire complex process of talks is a 
world free from nuclear weapons. What is the West's 
final aim from this viewpoint? Why does the idea of 
eqecting “nuclear deterrence” meet with such opposi- 
tion! 


[Ericson] | cannot speak on behalf of the West. Ic) “ly 
express the viewpoint of scientists who are tacklin, esc 


[Bogdanov] Allow me to interrupt Professor Ericson, 
since it seems to me that he is too modest. He is one of 
the greatest experts on military-political problems ../ 
has sufficient knowledge to precisely reflect the way of 
thinking which exists in the West. 


{Ericson} In the West there is a widespread view that 
nuclear weapons have preserved peace for a long time. 
Moreover, many people think that nucicar weapons arc 
also necessary in the future to avoid war. They belicve 
that the Soviet proposal to completely eliminate nuclear 
weapons is a dream and not a reality and that it is 
impossible to accept the Soviet position. They cite the 
USSR’s superiority in conventiona! armaments. 


Yet do nuclear weapons preserve peace? | think that this 
is not the point. We have managed to avoid war because 
both sides’ vital fundamental interests have not come 
into insoluble opposition and conflict. Peace has been 
preserved not by weapons but by a policy of peace. 


There is an obvious split between public opinion and the 
official viewpoint in the West. Western public opinion 
wouki like nuclear weapons to be destroyed. This split ts 
increa\sing in connection with the appearance of the U.S. 
“Strategic Defense Initiative.” 


The public asks the question: If nuclear weapons serve to 
prevent war then why is SDI necessary? If SDI works. 
then the deterrent character of nuclear weapons is 
destroyed. Where is the logic here? 


[Bogdanov] It must be admitted that the claim that the 
existence of nuclear weapons has prevented war for 4!) 
years makes a strong impression on many people. But it 
is necessary to ask the question: What would have 
happened if nuclear weapons had not existed? | maintain 
that in this case there would not have been a war. For 
instance, prior to the beginning of the fifties the United 
States owned some dozen nuclear charges in total. If the 








Soviet Union had intended to strike and seize Western 
Europe, could these dozen warheads have deterred the 
Soviet Armed Forces? The answer is clear: No. they 
could not. The whole point is that the Soviet side did not 
have any such intentions. 


Now for the concept of nuclear deterrence in geneia!. | 
call it aot deterrence but the curse of deterrence. Accord- 
ing to this concept, the sides must keep one another in a 
State of constant terror. How is this maintained”? Only by 
constantly developing the arms race spiral and mode: n- 
izing and improving nuclear weapons. [hat is the source 
of the arms race. 


The concept of the “balance of forces”—that is. iv the 
final analysis, in the nuclear context, the “balance of 
terror”’—is acknowledged in the West. It scems to me 
that the time has come to give the world a nwre 
productive concept: a balance of interests. It is finally 
necessary to admut that the sides have their own Icpiti- 
mate vital interests. [It ts necessary to understand that in 
today’s world there are no military solutions in our 
relations and any extension of the arms race is a quitc 
useless waste of forces and money. since it does not brine 
political dividends, whereas bringing into force the prin- 
ciple of a balance of interests may enabic political 
solutions to be found for any probiems. 


[Ostalskiy] Sometimes the impression arises that some 
people iike to be members of the “nucicar club” avd do 
not like to part with the privileged position of a nucicar 
power. 


[Ericson] There are many aspects to this probicm, 
including political, psychological, and even financial 
aspects. There are people who cannot reconcile them- 
selves to the thought of parting with nuclear weapons. 
There is a real sense of belonging to a “nuclear club.” \ ct 
the threat of the future proliferation of nuclear weapons 
is real and is constantly growing. If you think about it, 
why do some have the right to own nuclear weapons and 
others do not? It is after all unjust. On the whole I think 
that the psychology of a select “nuclear club” is 4 
reflection of the old stereotyped ways of thinking. 


[Bogdanov}] The possession of pucicar weapons has 
become a habit. Many people use the following aigu- 
ment: Nothing has happened for so many decades. s 
perhaps in the future there will not be a catastrophe. This 
logic is a serious obstac'e to disarmament. 


But | would ask the members of the “nuclear club”: 
What has your club given mankind over 40 years? Ihe 
role of world peacemaker has obviously not been suc- 
cessful. 'n the last 40 years there have been more than 
100 local wars in the world, in which several million 
people have died. Moreover, with each decade the world 
1$ becoming more and more dangerous. The main source 
of this danger for all mankind, including this very 
“cluS,” 1s nuclear weapons. 





There are two means cf disbanding the “nucicar club.” 
The first ts the elimination of nucicar weapons. Ihe 
second 1s the proliferation of thesc weapons throughout 
the entire planet. In the second insiance catastrophe will 
be not on our doorstep, but in our house. and no onc will 
know whether he will wake up in the morning. Ihe 
preferability of the first course is obvious. 


[Ericson] | agree with this. 


[Bogdanov] Incidentally, let me mentwn the financial 
side of the coin. Not everyone knows that nucicar 
weapons are the cheapest weapons the world, as the 
Americans say, the kind of arms which “give more bang” 
per dollar. Conventional arms arc much more costly 


{Ericson} The Western economy. and | think this 1s no 
secret, 1s not in the best shape at the moment. Therctore 
the financial burden of arms is a very serious factor 
which can in no way be left out of the caiculations. There 
are definite grounds for concern in connection with the 
expenditure to preserve the balance in conventional 
armaments in Europe. 


[Bogdanov] But morality must not be forgoticn. No one 
disputes the immorality of nuclear weapons, althoug! 
the financial difficulties can be understood. But | nonc- 
theless believe that common sense will prevail. He who 
wants to survive will not trade his security and put his 
life in jeopardy for the sake of spending less. 


{Ostaiskiy] Thus, the West does nct want to complet: !y 
renounce nuclear weapons, bul agrees with the need for 
the sides to reduce their nuclear arsenals with the aim of 
stepping up security. From this viewpoint. to what levcl 
is it necessary to reduce armaments? At what percentage 
does a “secure world” begin? 


[Ericson] In English there is the capression: “You con't 
be a little bit pregnant.” Either nuclear weapons will 
remain as a muilitary-political factor with all the consc- 
quences attendan.: on this or not. Western public opinion 
thinks that nuclear weapons are immensely dangerous 
and that they cannot be protested by them. It secms to 
me that the gulf between the official viewpoint and 
Western public opinion’s view of this problem will from 
now On grow and grow. 


| Bogdanov] | do not have an answer to the question as to 
what reduction in nuclear armaments peuple in the West 
will consider sufficient for security. A complex serics of 
political problems lies behind this question. 








Many people in the West talk abou! a shift to completely 
defensive concepts. | doubt that it 1s possible to ensure 
reliable trustworthy defense while retaiming nuclear 
weapons. The latter are aggressive by their very nature, 
since they can destroy huge masses of pcupic and mate- 
rial assets and destroy whole cities. 


[Ostalskiy] Now that the USSR and the Unused States 
have come close to reaching an agreement on the clumi- 
naiion of medium-range and operational-tactical mis- 
siles, alarm and nervousness on this score has suddenly 
broken out in West European official circles. But wasn't 
the “zero option” originally a Western proposal? In its 
tume the siting of the Pershings and cruise missiles was 
presented in the West as a response to the Soviet SS-20 
mussiles, and the “zero option™ as a means to restore the 
balance of forces. What has happened now? 


[Ericson] It is easier for people to think in stereotypes. 
For some politicians and official figures the search for 
“disproportions” and disparities—in missiles, bombers. 
and chemical weapons—has become the main substance 
of their work. There is the idea in the West that with the 
elimination of medium-range and operational-tactical 
mis’ jes Soviet superiority in conventional armaments 1s 
assuming a threatening character. 


{Ostalskiy] Thus this problem did not carst prior to the 
appearance of medium-range mussiics, and now it has 
arisen? 


[Ericson] Yes, this seems reatly illogical. a paradox in its 
own way. The irony of the situation lies in the fact that 
NATO ts cretecizing its own policy. 


One more factor. People in the West think that the cruise 
missiles and Pershings do not have part:cular value in a 
military context but are very useful in a political context. 
Certain people are now _rguing about the West's “lag” 
and are demanding tuat cruise missiles be transferred to 
submarines ara aircraft. But thes would mean going 
round in circles or, rather, rising higher and higher in the 
arms race spiral. Certain people are almost getting uscd 
to higher levels of armaments and are frightened of 
backing down to previous levels. 


| Bogdanov] | would answer this question simply Exther 
you want a reduction or you don't. The atmosphere. 
including the psychological atmosphere, necds to be ripe 
for a major agreement. The whole point 1s that the desirc 
to resolve the problem of medium-range and operation- 
al-tactical missiles councided with the public mood and 
with the mood of the ordinary man. Therefore the desire 
to reach an agreement proved irresistible. despite all the 
complexity and, | would say, circustousness of the rouic 
»+y which the sides came to an accord. 











I venture to disagree with Professor Ericson as regards 
the mulitary aspect of this class of arms. You canna’ den, 
that a Pershing-2 can reach Moscow in 6-8 minutes. 
Surely the elaminatioa of this threat reduces the level of 
military confrontation”? If these missiles cease to cxrst 
and the tear that the West may altempt to “decapiaic™ 
our Country also ceases to cxrsi, Our partners need not 
fear thai we will be forced to hat these unissiics. 


Now for the so-called overwhein.ing “Soviet superor:- 
ty” m conventional arms. We cannni agree with thes 
postuiation. There 1s indeed a certain asymmetry. ( cr- 
tain hotheads in the United Staies say that it 1s accessars 
to resolve this problem by means of cgualization—thai 
is, NATO must build up these arms to 2 specified levc! 
and then hold talks on reductions. We suggest. as 
scems to mec, the most logical reasonabic way: Let ws 
climenate casting asymmetrics, going down rather than 
up. darectly embarking on mutual reductions. and let ws 
reduce the level of confrontation while al the same tune 
prescrving Overall parity i the course of this process 


|Ostalsk1y| You sometames hear skeptical remarks about 
the feasability of thes thinking. There are Western scicn- 
lusts who think thai there 1s nothing ncw in it with the 
exception of the category of interdependence proposcd 
by the Soviet Union. What do the participants in your 
meeting think about this? Incidentally. what does this 
interdependence represent from your vic« point” 


|Erscson) Interdependence 1s simple. Enther you all hyc 
together, or you all die together. It 1s impossible to build 
your Own security on other people's lack of securmty. Very 
acute economic and ecolog:cal problems which demand 
joint actions by all mankind also come into 1. 


As regards the skepticism toward the ncw thenking. i 
goes back to the same problem—habitual old siercu- 
types. 


Official Western circles capress concern im comaection 
with the USSR’s “propaganda offensive and propaganda 
initiztives.” | do not consider the Soviet position on 
dssarmament questions to be “propaganda. * | think that 
it ss the expression of a real feasible polcy. Western 
public opimon demands that serious and adequaic 
answers are given to the Soviet proposals. 


|[Bogdanoy} It seems to me that sometimes they try to 
ascribe to the new thinking something wb ch 1s not there 
The principles of the new thinking ace currently deme 
consolidated in Soviet foreign policy, thes process 15 sirll 
not finished, it is closely linked with our domestic 
restructuring, which has only just begun. 











PM131057 Moscow KRASNAYA ZVEZDA in Russian 9 Oct 87 First Edition p 3 


[Own Observer M. Ponomarev article under the rubric "International Observer 
"We Will Not Forgo Our Defense Interests 


Answers Reader: 


In my Opinion, one of the strongest sides of the new 
political thinking is its openness to discussions. We have 
no monopoly on truth. We do not reject ideas mercly 
because they originate from the other side but are ready 
to accept them if they have a grain of reason in them. We 
also invite the other side to relate in a similar fashion to 
'deas coming from us. 


So at the “Edinburgh conversations,” which have just 
finished, we did not involve ourselves with shifting the 
responsibility for the negative factors onto one another 
but tried to discard the stereotypes which have taken 
shape. We must all declare a real war on them together! 
It scems to me that it will be impossible to build a new 
system of iniernational relations without smashing stc- 
reotypes. 


Security Will Increase 


paragraphs are reader's letter and editorial introduction] 


[Text] War and labor veteran A. Smirnov from Elck- 
trostal City sent the editorial bureau the following Iettcr: 


“I learned with great interest that the USSR and the 
United States have reached agreement in principle to 
eliminate medium-range and operational-tacticai mus- 
siles. But surely, judging by press reports, our country 
will have to destroy a far larger number of such missiles 
and their nuclear charges than the United States. Wi!! 
this not affect the security of the Soviet Union and its 
allies? Will an adequate level of defense be niaintained?”’ 


Reader A. Smirnov is answered by Arasnaya Zvezda 
Observer M. Ponomarev. 


The agreement in principle to eliminate medium-range 
and operational-tactical missiles reached at the talks 
between E.A. Shevardnadze and G. Shultz in Washine- 
ton is of exceptionally great importance, Comrade Smir- 
nov. Not only for the Soviet Union and the United 
States, but for the entire world. After all, it is a question 
of practical actions to save mankind from nuclear weap- 
ons and other means of mass destruction. 
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Of course, the elimination of two classes of Sovict an: 
U.S missiles is just the first step toward this goal. It is 
still not a very big step—it is a question of destroying. 
approximately 2,000 warheads—only a small proportion 
of all nuclear arsenals, which already total around 50.000) 
charges. But every journey starts with a first sicp, ant 
that is precisely the purport and importance of the 
Soviet-U.S. accord. It is the first step on the right road 
leading mankind away from the edge of the nuclear 
abyss. 


Embarking on this road was not easy. The inertia of old 
thinking displayed by our partners in the talks on nuclear 
and space arms is very great. Very influential and 
aggressive fi rces blinded by their hatred for everything 
progressive will oppose the achievement of sensibic 
accords between our countries. But the Sovict leadership 
has realized that without such accords the nuclear arms 
race not only will not come to an end but will become 
even larger in scope and will undermine still further the 
security of all peoples, including our Soviet people, since 
in the modern world the security of each deperids on the 
security of all. 


Purposefully striving for movement toward a nuclear- 
free world, the Soviet Union agreed to destroy a larger 
number of missiles and nuclear charges than our partne:s 
in the taiks. The Soviet Union has thereby shown in 
practice that it firmly adheres to the line wdicating 
the imbalance in certain arms spheres by eliminating. so 
to speak, the “surpluses” rather than making up for the 
“shortages.” 


Having reached agreement with the United States on the 
mutual destruction of two classes of nuclear weapons, 
the Soviet Union has in no way forgone its security 
interests or the security of its allies. Our country has 
adequate guarantees to ensure that defense is maintained 
at a reliable level. 


This confidence is based on many facts. I have already 
mentioned one: Security is not weakened but strength- 
ened when nuclear arsenals are reduced. An agreement 
on medium-range and operational-tactical missiles cou!d 
be a good prelude to progress at the talks on major— 
50%—reductions in strategic offensive weapons undcr 
the conditions of the strict observance of the ABM 
Treaty. Agreement on this score could be reached in the 
first half of next year. This would be yet another step— 
and an extremely important one—on the road toward a 
nuclear-free world and the strengthening of universal 
security. 


Other circumstances should also be kept in mind. “Glo- 
bal double-zero”—the formula being used to describe 
the Soviet-U.S. accord—means that the elimination of 
Soviet missiles, the SS-20's and SS-4's for instance, is 
tied to the elimination of the U.S. Pershing-? and 
medium-range ground-launched cruise missiles. Aftcr 
all, the Pershing-2 missiles are a first-strike nucicar 
weapon and therefore very dangerous because they have 
a very short flight time—6-8 minutes—and a range that 
covers a large part of the European territory of the 
USSR. A serious threat is also posed by cruise missiles— 
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they are hard to detect using modern ABM systems, 
owing to their small radar signature and low-altitude 
flight patiern. The eradication of both types of medium- 
range missiles would lead to a definite reduciion in the 
threat of a surprise, nuclear first strike. 


The climination of operational-tactical missiles should 
also serve to strengthen security. It is wcll known that the 
United Statcs intended to site a new generation of such 
missiles—the Pershing !-B’s—in Europe. Apart from the 
fact that they could strike virtually the entire territory of 
the Warsaw Pact countries (excluding the USSR), it was 
also important that in the space of just 48 hours these 
missiles could have been refitted as medium-range mis- 
siles—Pershing-2's. 


Thus, zero missiles of either class held by the Soviet 
Union will mean that the United States will also have no 
missiles in either class. So how could the USSR’s security 
be said to have been weakened? 


The following point should also be borne in mind. The 
implementation of the Soviet-U.S. accord will not dis- 
rupt the overall military-strategic parity between the 
USSR and the United States. Only its level will be 
somewhat lower. Parity in the sphere of strategic offen- 
sive weapons, which form the basis of both sides’ combat 
might, will be fully maintained. Nor does the agreement 
in Washington affect either side’s armed forces and 
conventional arms. Strategic stability between our coun- 
tries is maintained and, consequently, security is not 
damaged. 


In general, Comrade Smirnov, both Soviet and U_S. 
scientists have come to the conclusion on the basis of the 
special rescarch they have conducted that 95% of all 
Soviet and U.S. nuclear arms could be scrapped without 
disrupting stability in any way. The Soviet Union is 
convinced that even this 5% is not necessary—we must 
seek completely different foundations for stability and 
security. 


These foundations were set out in M.S. Gorbachev's 
article “Reality and Guarantees for a Secure World,” to 
which we will often return, since it reflects the very 
essence of all our current thinking on the fate of peace. It 
is pertinent to also cite the document “On the Warsaw 
Pact States’ Military Doctrine.” This doctrine is subor- 
dinated to the task of preventing war—both nuclear and 
conventional. The USSR and the other Warsaw Pact 
states consider the reliable safeguarding of their peoples’ 
security to be their prime task. 
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In light of the questions posed in your Iecticr, Comrade 
Smirnov, it is very important to stress that the armed 
forces of the USSR and the other Warsaw act statcs 
maintain a level of combat readiness adequate to avoid 
being taken by surprisc. If amy aggressors were to stage an 
attack they would be crushingly rebulied. 


This conclusion, reached at the conference of the War- 
saw Pact states’ Political Consultative Comunitice held 
in Berlin at the end of May, still wholly retains its 
impact. The Soviet-l/.S. accord on the elimination of 
two classes of nucicar weapons and the signing and 
implementation of a corresponding agreement will in no 
ay weaken it. The sccurity of the Soviet Union and its 
friends will not weaken but increase. What has already 
been done proves that the idea of creating a comprehen- 
sive system of international peace and security is starting 
to take on real shapc 











INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


SOVIET COMMENTATOR WARNS AGAINST OVEROPTIMISM 


PM161317 Moscow MOSKOVSKIYE NOVOSTI in Russian No 42, 18 Uct 87 (Sig Press 


13 Oct 87) p 5 


[Yuriy Bandura "Observer's Remarks": 
Before G. Shultz’ Visit to Moscow"™] 


[Text] Accord in principle on the elimination of two 
classes of nuclear weapons—medium- and shorter-range 
missiles with an operational range between 500 and 
5,000 km—was reached at the Soviet-U.S. talks held in 
Washington recently. 


Approximately 2.000 warheads are due to be eliminated. 
This represents about 2-3% of the stocks in the planet's 
nuclear arsenals. The figure will be considerably higher 
for Europe. It seems that we are talking about an 
operation which is impressive even in terms of its 
physical parameters. 


The Soviet Union its duc to destroy many more medium- 
and shorter-range missile combat charges than the 
United States. This looks like an obvious inequality. But 
it is impossible not to take into account the fact that the 
U.S. side is due to eliminate Pershing-2 and cruise 
missiles with an operational range of 2,500 km in a flight 
time of only 5-8 minutes. Almost the entire European 
part of the USSR falls wi.hin their range today. Is the 
elimination of these weapons consonant with the inter- 
ests of our security? Without any doubt. Consequently, 
the imbalance of reductions in this case is justified, 
especially in view of the fact that it does not involve any 
weakening of guarantees of the security of the USSR and 
its allies. 


Furthermore, it is weil known that, in the process of 
planned reductions, the Soviet side will not destroy a 
single missile capable of reaching 1!.S. territory. Some 
people in the United States perceive this fact as a reason 
to claim that the “exchange” is strategically unbalanced 
and that the elimination of medium- and shorter-range 
missiles contains a threat to America solely by virtue of 
the fact that it enhances the security of the Soviets. What 
is the answer to such arguments? It is perhaps contained 
in the words spoken by U.S. Secretary of State Shultz: 
“The Soviets are undertaking much greater reductions 
than we are.... How can it be said that our military 


“The Labyrinths of the Washington Accord. 


position will deteriorate if they eliminate almost 2.000 
warheads while we eliminate about 350?" It also scems 
worth remembering that a U.S. military contingent num- 
bering 300,000 men is stationed in West Europc. that 
hundreds of thousands of Americans live there on a 
more or less permanent basis doing strictly civilian jols, 
and that a substantial proportion of U.S. matcrial 
wealth—the property of U.S. transnational corpora- 
tions—is also located there. The elimination of medium- 
and shorter-range missilcs will mean that they will no 


longer be targets. 


Finally, West Europe. It is not difficult to realize what 
the implemeutation of the Washington accord would 
mean for it, bearing in mind everything said in West 
European capitals about Sovict medium-range missiles 
over the last 10 years. They were perceived as almost the 
greatest threat to the Old World. The elimination of 
medium- and shorter-range missiles is capable of 1cmov- 
ing this cause of worry. which was only exacerbated 
when U.S. Pershings and cruise missiles started being 
sited in West Europe. 


For all these reasons the Washington accord cannot ‘ail 
to generate feelings of satisfaction at a victory for com- 
mon sense over the dogmas held by Ciehard supporters 
of the old thinking. The satisfaction is even more tangi- 
ble due to the fact that the future of the missiles was 
decided over a long period of time, with difficulty and at 
times acrimony. There were occasions when doors were 
slammed, when they parted for long periods, and peopic 
even asked: Could they have parted forever? 


On the whole, these difficulties are now behind us. It 
does seem possible to sigh with relief. But there should 
be no delusions, either: A whole series of stages must still 
be gone through from the accord between the heads of 
the USSR and U.S. diplomatic departments to the actual 
implementation of this accord, and each one of these 
Stages is fraught with surprises. 
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The work in Geneva on coordinating the remaining 
technical questions has yet to be finalized. Their com- 
plexity should not be dramatized, but M. Thatcher's hint 
ought to be borne in mind. She was asked: “Do you see 
no more serious obstacles to agreements on medium- 
range weapons?” Her reply was: “Of course there are 
always serious obstacles because as soon as people get 
down to ‘trivialities’ and start dealing with details, 
everything becomes terribly complicated.” 


The completion of the work on the draft medium- and 
shorter-range missile treaty still lies ahead. But how 
many most important international documents have 
been almost ready for signing and simply failed to 
materialize? Let us recall just the fate of the tripartite 
talks on a complete and universal nuclear test ban: Way 
back in August 1978 the USSR, the United States, and 
Britain proclaimed with great optimism that there had 
been considerable success in preparing a corresponding 

document and, specifically, agreement had been reached 
on banning all nuclear weapon tests. But in November 
1980 the United States refused to continue the talks. 


The visit by the U.S. secretary of state to Moscow still 
lies ahead, and it would be premature to predict an 
unquestionably positive outcome for his mission. In any 
case, in a recent interview with The Washington Times, 
R. Reagan did not rule out the possibility of a fruitless 
outcome to the Moscow talks. 


Only the crossing of all these “Rubicons”—which are 
perfectly capable of being forded “on the move”—will 
make it possible to hold the new Soviet-U.S. summit 
meeting which was scheduled for this fall. 


If this third meeting between Mikhail Gorbachev and 
Ronald Reagan does take place, a medium- and shorter- 
range missile treaty will become reality. But will it 
become an actual and effective reality? The difficulty in 
answering this question can be judged by the fate of the 
SALT Il Treaty: It was signed during the June 1979 
Soviet-U.S. summit meeting, but it is still not ratified by 
the United States, just like the treaties between the two 
countries on the limitation of nuclear weapon tests 
(1974) and on underground nuclear explosions for peace- 
ful purposes (1976). Could a similar fate await the 
medium- and shorter-range missile treaty? Alas, there 
are few reasons to categorically deny such an outcome to 


the dialogue. 


I would like to hope that any fears on this account will 
prove to have been groundiess. In any case, pretty 
responsible and competent people are now speaking in 
Washington of ratification as almost an accomplished 
fact. But even if this stage is reached, would it be possible 
to consider the fate of medium- and shorter-range mis- 
siles decided finally and for all time? That same hitherto 
unhappy experience in relations with the United States 
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hints with a sly grin: “Remember the ABM Treaty.” 
Signed and ratified, it still remains a target for attempts 
on its life in the United States.... 


Is it worth raking up the past at a time when one would 
like to succumb to the euphoria of freedom from the 


biguously, reliably, 
and finally—memory maybe could be relieved of its 
vigilant duty. But for the time being... For the time 
being, there is only one thing that can be said with any 
certainty: The iough confrontation in the medium- and 
shorter-range missile sphere, which consumed so much 
physica! and intellectual efforts both in the USSR and in 
the United States, did not prevent Moscow and Wash- 
ington from coming to an accord. Hence the question: Is 
it worth allowing the experience gained in the talks on 
medium- and shorter-range missiles to disappear with- 
out a trace and to start from the very beginning on every 
single one of the “damned questions” the 
world? This is a rhetorical question. One of the most 
important practical conclusions to be drawn from the 
situation arounc medium- and shorter-range missiles is: 
Dialogue alone can be fruitful, while confrontation is 
irrational and fraught with common misfortune. 


This is not a new conclusion. But by no means has 
everyone reached it yet. 





INTERMEDIATE-RANCE NUCLEAR FOPCES 


USSR: SHULTZ MEETINGS, TALKS IN MOSCOW 
Shultz Arrives 


LD220711 Moscow TASS in English 0703 GMT 22 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 22 TASS—U/S. Secretary of 
State George Shultz arrived in Moscow today. 


Shultz and his wife, who came by train from Helsinki. 
were met at the railway terminal by Yuliy Vorontsov. 
first deputy minister of foreign affairs of the USSR. 
Aleksander Bessmertnykh, deputy foreign § ministct. 
Soviet ambassador to the United States Yuriy Dubinin. 
and other officials. 


The welcoming party included U.S. Ambassador to thc 
Soviet Union Jack Matlock. 


Carlucci Arrival Noted 
LD220933 Moscow TASS in English 0828 GMT 22 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 22 TASS—U.S. Sccretary of 
State George Shultz and wife, and U.S. Presidential 
National Security Adviser Frank Carlucci have arrived 
in Moscow from Helsinki by train today. 


They were welcomed at the railway terminal by Yulty 
Vorontsov, USSR first deputy foreign minister, Alck- 
sandr Bessmertnykh, USSR deputy foreign minister, and 
USSR Ambassador to the USA Yuriy Dubinin, and 
other officials. 


Among the welcoming party was U.S. Ambassador to the 
USSR Jack Matlock. 
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Discussions Begin 


LD220836 Moscow TASS in English 0834 GMT 22 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 22 TASS—Talks have opened 
here today between Eduard Shevardnadze. membcr of 
the Political Bureau of the CPSU Central Commiticc, 
USSR foreign minister, and U.S. Secretary of Staic 
George Shultz. 


Taking part in the talks is secretary of the CPSU Cental 
Committee Anatoliy Dobrynin. 


George Shultz arrived in Moscow in the morning to:lay. 


Chernyshev Comments 
LD211643 Moscow TASS in English 1616 GMT 21 Oct 87 


[“Five Questions to Mr Shultz"--TASS headline] 


[Text] Moscow October 21 TASS—TASS Military News 
Analyst Viadimir Chernyshev writes: 


U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz is due to arrive in 
Moscow. His visit is viewed everywhere in the world as 
an important step which can poicntially ensure the 
USSR's and the United States’ advance in reduction of 
armaments. There is no doubt that the range of questions 
on the agenda of the n.ceting will be broad. It appcars 
that from the viewpoint of further prospects there are 
sufficient facts and indications which make one both 


hopeful and wary. 


Above ali, mention should be made of the availaltc 
realistic possibility of attaining mutual accord on still 
outstanding questions of the would-be treaty on elimi- 
nation of medium- and shorter-range missiles. The sides, 
for instance, so far hold different opinions on how to 
formulate conciretely the solution of the problem of 
American nuclear warheads for the West German Persh- 
ing-1A missiles. There are also divergencies on questions 
of control. And, nevertheless, one should like to hope 
that the heads of foreign policy departments of the USSR 
and the United States will not have to spend much time 
to finally thrash out the details of the treaty. 


I would ask the secretary of state the question on how the 
U.S. Administration treats the so-called “measures”. for 
the American missiles which are to be eliminated in 
Western Europe in accordance with the would-be treaty. 
Is it not an attempt to create beforehand possibilities for 
bypassing the would-be agreement? | think that this 
problem should give rise to serious concern. 
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But this is not the only question. Much is being spoken in 
the United States and other NATO countries on the necd 
of elimination of chemical weapons. The USSR, on its 
part, is doing its utmost to make a joint practical step in 
this direction. The White House has just announced the 
decision to start the assembly of binary chemical shells, 
that is to make operational the newest type of chemical 
weapons. How does this decision match with official 
Washington's assuran:*s on its desire to follow the way 
of elimination of chemical weapons? 


The USSR and the United States have agreed to start 
before December | full-scale negotiations on limitation 
and, in the final account, full termination of nuclear 
tests. Officials in Washington assert that the ultimate 
goal can be reached only in the 21st century. Moreover. 
at the recent hearings in Congress a high-placed repre- 
sentative of the U.S. Department of Energy overtly 
stated that the tests would give the West a possibility to 
get advantage over the Soviet Union in the exclusively 


important new stage of deveiopment of military technol- 
ogy. Do not such statements call in question the readi- 
ness of the U.S. Administration to sincerely conduct the 
above negotiations? 


Some people in NATO lament that the climination of 
American missiles in Europe would allegedly add to the 
“threat” from the USSR's conventional armaments anid 
troops. Officials “insist” on reductions of conventional 
armaments. But how do they view this in Washington 
and other capitals of the North Atlantic alliance? Only as 
“elimination of the disbalance™ on the part of the USSR! 
The NATO countries are going to perfect and build up 
their own armaments. Is such an approach realistic? 
With the general approximate equality of the forces 
between the Warsaw Treaty Organisation and NA1(). 
the disbalance is in some spheres in favour of the 
Warsaw Treaty Organisation, and in other spheres—in 
NATO's favour. Hence the solution of the question can 
take place only provided relevant reductions from both 
sides. For instance, if the West Europeans, as they say. 
feel concern over a greater number of tanks of the 
Warsaw Treaty, we should show no lesser concern over 
the NATO’s advaniage in such a type of offensive 
armaments as strike aviation. The question arises: Arc 
the United States and NATO ready for solution of thc 
problem of conventional armaments and armed forces 
on a really fair, equitable basis? 


And, finally, the Soviet Union and the United States 
agreed to undertake vigorous efforts in elaborating an 
accord on 50 per cent reduction of strategic offensive 
armaments. George Shultz said that this question was 
the main one for his visit. But is the American side ready 
to make a headway in its solution? It retains the main 
obstacle on the way—its refusal to consolidate the ABM 
Treaty regime. The reduction of strategic offensive 
armaments is incompatible with proliferation of the 
arms race to outer space. It is impossible without the 
strict compliance with the ABM Treaty. Our country 


proposed compromise solutions, providing for consoli- 
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dation of the treaty regime on the basis of mutual 
obligations on non-withdrawal from it for ten years. It 
has been proposed to agree on boundarics between 
activities, allowed and disallowed by the treaty, to agree 
upon the list of devices which would be disallowed for 
launching into outer space, including for tests. Exactly 
these proposals might well be the basis for a way out of 
the impasse in the question on consolidation of the ABM 
Treaty regime which, in its turn, would enable solution 
of the question on a 50-per cent reduction of strategic 
offensive armaments. 


But the American side continues clinging to its har«- 
ened, non-constructive stand, rejecting even the discus- 
sion of the compromise Soviet proposal. Washington's 
official representatives say one thing—the United States 
intends to work out SDI as soon as possible and to 
deploy it as soon as it is ready. Moreover, the Pentagon 
has recently announced the decisio: to hold a “demon- 
stration show”, in other words, tests of some SDI clc- 
ments, which would be a violation of the spirit and the 
letter of the ABM Treaty. May Washington hope for a 
headway towards reduction of strategic offensive arma- 
ments if it retains such a stand? From what come such 
hopes, which have been lately announced by the US. 
secretary of state? 


Maybe answers are to be found in portfolios of the 
American 100-man “team” that the U.S. secretary of 
state will bring with him to Moscow. One should not like 
to suppose that American representatives are arriving in 
our Capital without any compromise proposals. 


Marks ‘Eve of Major Step' 
PM221030 Moscow IZVESTIYA in Russian 22 Oct 87 Morning Edition p 6 


[N. Vasilyev article: "On the Eve of an Important New Stage"] 


[Text] In accordance with the agreement reached, US. 
Secretary of State G. Shultz arrives in Moscow 22 
October for a working visit. It is scarcely an exaggeration 
to say that the Soviet leadership's forthcoming talks with 
the high-ranking representative of the U.S. Administra- 
tion are arousing heightened interest in the world. This is 
due to a number of factors. 


First of all, international relations are themselves at a 
major turning point. On the one hand. there is a greatcr 
need than ever before to set limits to the growth of 
confrontational tendencies and the accelerated stockpil- 
ing of the means of destruction, to abandon the sterco- 
types of hostility, and to restructure mutual relations 
between states on the basis of the new thinking, taking 
into account the carefully weighed balance of all the 
participants’ interests. On the other hand, important 
encouraging signs have appeared, suggesting that the 
awareness of the need for such changes is growing 
stronger in the international community and is being 
incorporated in the practical policy of more and more 
countries—be they in East or West, North or South. 
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Naturally, Soviet-U_.S. relations are a significant factor, a 
kind of lens through which the trends in the present stage 
of development are focused. 


In these relations, after a prolonged phase of confronta- 
tion which filled the hearts of millions of people with 
alarm, new shoots are beginning to appear and the 
prerequisites for constructive changes have sprung up. 


The Soviet Union has always advocated the leveling out 
and the stable, constructive development of relations 
with the United States on the basis of equality, mutual 
security, and mutual advantage. It is no secret that such 
crucial stages in the Soviet-U.S. summit level dialogue 
such as Geneva and Reykjavik were possible thanks 
largely to the Soviet leadership's persistent efforts. These 
tives, first and foremost in the key sector of security, 
showed how far it would be possible for our two coun- 
tries to progress—and to help ail mankind to progress— 
toward a nuclear-free, just world, given the correspond- 
ing will on the part of our U.S. partners. 


The fact that practical results in the sphere of real—first 
and foremost nuclear—disarmament are not a myth, but 
an attainable goal, was shown by the Soviet-U.S. talks 
held in Washington in September of this year. They were 
characterized by a businesslike mood and by efforts on 
both sides, which made it possible to achieve an accord 
in principle on the first agreement in history on the 
elimination of entire classes of nuclear arms—medium- 


It was this accord, as well as the progress in a number of 
other important spheres, that made the U.S. secretary of 
State’s visit to Moscow both possible and necessary, and 
determined its agenda. 


Soviet-U.S. relations are thus on the eve of a major step 
in the cause of real nuclear disarmament, and that is 
another reason for the atmosphere of anticipation and 
hope in which the Moscow talks are beginning. 


In its resolution on the results of USSR Foreign Minister 
E.A. Shevardnadze’s talks with the U.S. President and 
secretary of state in Washington, the CPSU Central 
Committee Politburo particularly noted the importance 
of successfully completing work on a treaty on medium- 
range and operational-tactical missiles. In the event of 
success this could lead to a kind of chain reaction and 
give a powerful boost to progress in other, still more 
important avenues of ensuring security. In particular, 
the USSR and the United States agreed to attach priority 
at the Moscow talks to a radical—one-half—reduction in 
their strategic offensive arms. This truly Herculean task 
can only be resolved given strict, rigorous compliance 
with the ABM Treaty, which is the cormerstone of 
Strategic stability. 
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Finding mutually acceptable solutions in this core area 
of Soviet and U.S. security will, im turn, make it possible 
to increase the pace in other spheres of arms limitation, 
reduction, and elimination where some groundwork has 
already been done. 


Naturally, the month that has elapsed between the Wash- 
ington talks and the Moscow talks was no ordinary 
month, but was filled with heightened political, negoti- 

alah aaeaaeentiaalindes. Ueaniiowh en 
be summed up in Moscow. 


Of course, at the moment it is premature to speculate, 
still more to launch into predictions about the possible 


propaganda background in the West, which is being 
created spontaneously in some places and deliberately in 
Ee See aay eases 


One of its natural components is the remarks made by 
U.S. officials. Soe ae Si on Sa Se ae 


nS relations, but in the world aie & a 
whole. 


Nor can there be any objection to the objective exposi- 
tion of the relevant U.S. positions, including the aspects 
in which they differ from Soviet positions. Bvt there is a 
patent lack of objectivity. The same old primitive meth- 
od, repeated a thousand times, prevails: The United 
States acts and does everything correctly, its conduct is 
ideal, whereas the USSR... Once again the newspapers 
and television screens are full of far-fetched misrepre- 
sentations and distortions. At the same time skepticism 
is vigorously promoted and doubts are sown as to the 
correctness of the administration's intention of reaching 
an accord with the USSR on the elimination of two 
classes of nuclear arms. Here influential forces have 
evidently joined in the game, seeking at all costs to 
prevent any accord between our countries and to push 
the world back into the quagmire of confrontation. 


It is evidently at their instigation that articles like that in 
The New York Times are printed, in which people are 
threatened that by making an agreement on medium- 
range and operational-tactical missiles the United States 
is “destroying the balance that has helped us to avoic 
wars, and is thereby intensifying the danger of war.” 


A division of duties can be seen here. Some critics of a 
treaty—they include many of those who enjoy the repu- 
tation of being hawks—attack it directly. They have 
worked out a whole collection of theses such as the 
fabrications about Soviet superiority in conventional 
and chemical weapons, which is supposedly neutralized 
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at present by the U.S. medium- and shorter-range 
nuclear missiles, and they constantly quote the unsub- 
stantiated argumeat about the “decoupling™ of U.S. and 
West European security 


Other “fans” of the nuclear race operate more subtly, in 
a roundabout way. They are now trying to cast asper- 
sions on the Soviet Union's adherence to an honorabic 
accord based on parameters including those agreed dur- 
ing the Washington talks, and whisper about a supposed 
“departure” by the USSR from the agreed positions and 
the Soviet Union's desire to “demand™ an exorbitant 
price at the last minute. These circles’ tactics are dictated 
partly by the desire to undermine support for a treaty, 
including its possible future ratification, and partly by 
the attempt to conceal certain zigzags in the negotiating 
positions of the United States itscif, In any event. *hvs 
whole campaign ts aimed ai complicating the situation 
on the eve of the Moscow talks. 


The suspicion creeps in that the opponcnts of an agicc 
ment see the destruction of 2-3% of the Sovict and US. 
nuclear arsenals (and that is what the medium- and 
shorter-range missiles amount to) as the precursor of a 
Janger which is far more threatening from ihe viewpoint 


of the military-industrial complex and the “cold war 


step from being taken. Since then there has been no 
standstill in nuclear disarmament taiks, chiefly thanks to 
the consistent efforts of the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries, and the best proof of this is the 
agenda for the Moscow talks, which we have already 
spoken of. But the U.S. military-indusirial compic. 
to defend the last bastion, space, with real 


But it should be understood that without strict compli- 

the ABM Treaty radical reductions in strategic 
offensive arms would be impossible. That would be 
contrary to simple logic. In a period in which we arc 
embarking on the actual elimination of nuclear weapons. 
each side, including the United States, must have a 

that during that period neither side will seck 
military superiority—ihrough space or by any other 


In a word, it is now necessary not to invent additional 
arguments in favor of keeping nuclear arms and extend- 
ing the arms race to new spheres, but to concentraic 
efforts on reaching concrete agreements designed to 
lower the level of military confrontation, strengthen 
stability, and create a new climate in Sovict-US. 
relations. 
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This in turn would be a weighty contributroa by our tuo 
countries io the creation of a model for ensuring national 
security which does not threaten the world with a workd- 
wide catastrophe, 4 model for which the concept 1s sc! 
forth comprehensively in M.S. Gorbachev's article “Re- 
ality and Guarantees for a Secure World.” 


The Soviet Union, for its part, ts prepared to act wa the 
most responsible way, and our words about our desire to 
use the unique chance that is offered to the USSR and 
the Unated States will not diverge from our deeds. 


it ts umportant in this connection that the USSR and the 
United States have arrived at a mutual understanding 
concerning the basis for the development of dialoguc. 
including summut dialogue. which envisages specificall 
the attainment of practical results as the logical conclu- 
sion to talks on nuclear and space acm. In the Sovict 
side's Opinion the conclusion of a treaty on medium 
range and operationai-tactical missiles and the drawing 
up of key parameters for interconnected solutions to the 
question of deep reductrons im straicgic offensive arms 
and sinct compliance with the ABM Treaty should be > 
rehable basis for continuing the work that was begun in 
Geneva and taken to a radically new level in Reykjavik 


Pyadvshev Interviewed 


LD221614 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1522 UMT 22 Uct 87 


[Text] Moscow, 22 Oct (TASS)}—At the Soviet-U_S. talks 
which began today, the Soviet side favors energetic and 
constructive measures to remove all obs/acies toward 
working Out an agreement on the liquidation of Sovict 
and U.S. medium- and short-range missiles. This was 
stated today by Boris Pyadyshev., first deputy chief of the 
USSR Foreign Ministry Information Directorate, in an 
interview to a TASS diplomatic correspondent. 


The USSR Foreign Ministry representative noted that 
elements of a constructive approach toward questions 
being discussed can also be ascertained in the U 5S. 
delegation’s position. In order to assist USSR Forcign 
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and US. Secretary of 
State George Shultz on the most important problems 
which they are discussing at the talks, several groups vo! 
experts of the two countnes have been created and havc 
already started work. 


After the completion of the first day of talks, represen- 
tatives of the m:nusters will hold a bricfing for Soviet and 


foreign journalists. 
U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz arrived in Moscow 
this morning in order to conduct talks with USSR 


Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze. The talks arc 
expected to end tomorrow. 
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Shultz, Shevardnadze Talks 


LD221954 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1800 CMT 2? Oct 8 


Text] The talks between Eduard Amvrosiyesnh She- 
vardnadze, member of the CPSU Central ( ommmetice 
Politburo and USSR forcign munister. and US. Sccre- 
tary of State George Shultz siarted today. The sules are 
focusing on issues related to the problems of reducing 
and hquidating nuclear arms. sirengthening the \BM 
Treaty, and other issucs pertaining to the arca of sccuri- 
ty. 


During the course of today’s discussion, which «as 
conducted in a businesslike and constructive spuit. the 
results of the work that has been done so far by the 
delegation of the USSR and Unucd States ai the Cicnesa 
taiks on nuclear and space weapons were sunemecd up, 
particular attention was given to preparing the text of an 
accord on hquidating Soviet and US. medium and 
short-range mussiles, in light of the basic agreement 
attasned in this arca dumng the mecting betwcen the 
USSR foreign miaisier and the U S. secretary of state 
this September in Washington In particular. the issucs 
which the delegations have faiicd to harmonize com- 
pletely un Geneva were examined in dicta. The suics also 
paid grea aitention to other sicps in the sphere of arms 
hmutation and reduction. in thes Comaccthhion i was sioted 
that progress in the matter of working oul an agicoment 
on a SO% reduction of straicgic offensive arms could 
umpart a new umpuise to the talks across the entire scrics 
of the probiems of disarmament 


The Soviet side stated that progress in thes direction and, 
moreover in the nearest future. 1s possidie on the hasis 
of mutual adherence to the principic of equality and 
equal security, which indisputably presupposes strict 
observation of the ABM Treaty 


The US. side made reservations. evidencing the pers 
tent striving of the US. for createng [sozdaniye| sace 
weapons which are outside the limots of the treaty \t the 
same time. there 1s undersianding abou! the intenulica- 
tion of work on agreements on straicgr offensive «cap. 
ons and space which would be acceptable to the two 
sides. 


The talks between Eduard Amvrosive ich Shevardnadze 
and George Shultz were mainly conducted with a hmted 
number of participants. On the Soviet side—Dobr min. 
secretary of the CPSU Central Commutice, and Hes- 
smertnykh, USSR deputy foreign monssicr, and on the 
U.S. ssde—Carluces, and Ridgway. assistant secictary of 
State. 


A plenary session was also conducted m which other 
officials took part: on the Sovict ssde—Vorontsos . |ub:- 
nin, Karpov, chief of the Problems of Arms Contre! and 
Disarmament Department of the (SSR Foreign Mones- 
try, Stepanov. assistant to the USSR foreign minister, 
Tarasenko, chief of the General Secretariat of the (SSR 
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Foreign Ministry; Sukhodrev, deputy chief of the United 
States of America and Canada Department; and on the 

side—Matlock; Nitze and Browne, special advisors 
io the U.S. President and U.S. secretary of state on the 
Geneva talks; Ridgway and Holmes, U.S. assistant scc- 
retaries of state; Adelman, director of the U.S. Aims 
Control and Disarmament Agency; and Kampelman, 
head of the U.S. delegation at the talks on nuclear and 
space arms in Geneva. 


The ministers formed joint groups of exnerts which were 
instructed to discuss and complete the .echnical aspects 
of problems whch are the subject of the Moscow talks. 
The talks will be continued. 


Eduard Amvrosiyevich Shevardnadze hosted a luncheon 
in honor of George Shultz and his party. Yazov, candi- 
date member of the CPSU Central Committee Politburo 
and USSR defense minister; Dobrynin, secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee; Kamentsev. deputy chair- 
man of the USSR Council of Ministers; leaders of a 
number of USSR ministries and departments: partici- 
pants in the talks on the Sovict and U:S. sides; and other 
officials attended the luncheon. 


Redman, Gerasimov Briefing 
LD221958 Moscow TASS in English 1942 GMT 22 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 22 TASS—A TASS diplomatic 
correspondent reports: 


It is, perhaps, for the first time in the history of the Press 
Centre of the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs that 
Soviet and foreign journalists who gathered for a briefing 
witnessed how it was held by two persons at once, 
spokesmen for the United States and the Soviet Union 


They also noticed that Charles Redman, a State Depart- 
ment official, and Gennadiy Gerasimov, head of the 
Information Directorate of the Soviet Foreign Ministry, 
cooperated splendidly and in a gentlemanly manner gave 
each other an opportunity to take the floor. 


But, for sure, the main thing was that their evaluations of 
the results of the first day of the talks between George 
Shultz and Eduard Shevardnadze coincided, in the main: 
Today’s meeting was held in a businesslike and construc- 
tive atmosphere and good progress was achieved at the 
talks. 


Mr Redman said that Eduard Shevardnadze and Geoipe 
Shultz agreed that today’s meeting was held in a busi- 
nesslike and constructive atmosphere and suflicicn! 
progress was achieved at the talks. 
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“The Soviet side feels optimistic and regards it as the 
principal aim of today’s meeting in Moscow to finalise 
the work to prepare a treaty to eliminate medium- and 
shorter-range missiles, to make considerable headway on 
matters aimed at reducing offensive arms and at main- 
taining the regime of the ABM Treaty.” Gennadiy Gera- 
simov said, for his part. 


Universal attention was attracted to the judgement of 
George Shultz quoted at the briefing: The Sovict-t/S. 
summit meeting in Reykjavik, of all mcetings in Soviet- 
American relations, had produced probably the greatcst 
result, and that the Reykjavik summit had given the 
impetus thanks to which the two sides met in Washing- 
ton and were conducting talks in Moscow. 


Of course, the journalists wanted to Icarn more details 
about the essence of the two foreign ministers’ talks and 
of what was discussed in eight working groups. Numcr- 
ous questions concerned not only disarmament issues. 
where the possibility of reaching agreement to eliminatc 
medium- and shorter-range missiles was pointed out 
with particular optimism, but also such vital issucs of 
our times as human rights and regional conflicts. 


One can understand the desire of a correspondent from 
Kuwait to find out the attitude of the U.S. and Sovict 
spokesmen to today’s report on an Iranian missile strike 
against his country. 


The interest in a new Nobel Prize winner in the ficld o! 
literature, losif Brodskiy, is understandable, too. 


However, both Charles Redman and Gennadiy Gerasi- 
mov showed understandable restraint: The talks are not 
yet over. 


Yet another strenuous work day lies ahcad tomorrow. 
and the central event of it, undoubtedly, will be a 
meeting between Mikhail Gorbachev and the U.S. scc- 
retary of state. 
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Preview of Shultz-Gorbachev 


1.D230828 Moscow TASS in English 0822 GMT 23 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 23 TASS—A TASS diplomutic 
currespondent reports: 


Since the carly morning on Friday, the second day of a 
USSR-U.S. meeting in Moscow, the telephone lines to 
the senior officials of the Sovict Forcign Ministry's 
information Directorate have been busy, indicating a 
tremendous interest in this highly important event, vith 
everyone eager to hear the latest news. 


But we have still been able to put a call through to Boris 
Pyadyshev, first deputy chief of the directorate. 


“The central event on the second day of the talks will, ot 
course, be a meeting between Mikhail Gorbachev, pen- 
eral secretary of the CPSU Central Committec, and U'.S. 
Secretary of State George Shultz,” he said. 


“During this meeting they will discuss issucs in sub- 
stance, perspective and a broad context. They will first of 
all talk about concluding work on an agreement to scrap 
intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles. 


“Besides, attention wil! definitely be paid to thie issu s 
of reducing offensive arms and preserving the regime of 
the ABM Treaty. The meeting will also discuss the rang” 
of matters concerning the relationship between the two 
major powers, the Soviet Union and the United Statcs.~ 
Pyadyshev said. 


The phone at the press center of the U.S. delegation. 
which is in room 312 at Moscow's Ukraine Hotel. was 
answered by Richard Gilbert, press attache of the Am«t- 
ican Embassy. He said the Soviet foreign minister and 
the U.S. secretary of state today had resumed their talks 
at 9.30 and that the expert groups had continued their 
work at the same time. They at the U.S. press center arc 
waiting for the results of the historic mecting vith 
impatience as well. 


After the Kremlin meeting George Shultz will continue 
his talks with Eduard Shevardnadze. The expert gros 
will go back to work, too. Later the U.S. secretary of st:tc 
will give a news conference, to be followed by a mecting 
with the press by the Soviet foreign minister, and Sovict 
and foreign correspondents in Moscow are preparing to 
cover the two events. 


Shultz and accompanying officials plan to fly out of 
Moscow tonight, but the city is still enveloped in a densc 
fog and it cannot be ruled out that they will again have to 
use the rail service. 


An extended stay in Moscow, it is believed, is also 
possible due to the large amount of issues to be dis- 
cussed. 


One would certainly like to hope that the difficulties of 


the talks will prove just as negotiable as those posed by 
the unusual weather in Moscow. 
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Gorbachev, Shultz Meeting 


LD231036 Moscow World Service in English 1000 CMT 23 Oct 87 


[Text] A meeting between General Secretary Mikhail 
Gorbachev and George Shultz continues here in Mos- 
cow. According to a Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman, 
the meeting deals with the important issues of interna- 
tional relatiors. The priority topic is completion of work 
on the drafting of an agreement abolishing medium- and 
shorter- range missiles. Besides that, said the Forcign 
Ministry spokesman, attention will be given to issucs of 
reducing offensive armaments and maintaining the 
mode of the ABM Treaty, that is on antiballistic missiles. 
The discussion will also cover a range of the main issucs 
of the relations between the two biggest powers, thc 
USSR ard the United States. 


This morning there was another round of talks betwecn 
Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze, and U.S. 
Secretary of State George Shultz. Talks will continuc 
after George Shultz ends his meeting with Mikhail 
Gorbachev. In the afternoon, George Shultz and Eduar«d 
Shevardnadze will each hold news conferences. 


Gorbachev Trip ‘Possible' 


LD231040 Moscow TASS in English 1039 GMT 23 Oct 87 





[Text] Moscow October 23 TASS—A TASS diplomatic 
correspondent writes: 


At the beginning of a meeting in the Kremlin today 
between General Secretary of the CPSU Central Com- 
mittee Mikhail Gorbachev and U.S. Secretary of Statc 
George Shultz, a group of journalists had an opportunity 
for a brief exchange with its participants. 


Mikhail Gorbachev said he regarded his trip to the 
United States for a summit meeting with President of the 
United States Ronald Reagan possible. He said, howcv- 
er, that it would, most probably, be a short visit. 
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Further Shultz, Shevardnadze Talks 


PM231337 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 23 Oct 87 Second Edition p 4 


[TASS report under the general heading "Visit of the U.S. Secretary of State"] 


[Text] On October 22 talks opened between E.A. She- 
vardnadze, member of the CPSU Central Committee 
Politburo and USSR foreign minister, and G. Shultz. 
The sides are focusing on issues related to the problems 
of reducing and liquidating nuclear arms, strengthening 
the ABM Treaty, and other issues pertaining to the area 
of security. 


During the course of today’s discussion, which was 
conducted in a businesslike and constructive spirit, the 
results of the work that has been done so far by the 
delegation of the USSR and United States at the Geneva 
talks on nuclear and space weapons were summed up; 
particular attention was given to preparing the text of a 
treaty on the elimination of Soviet and U.S. medium- 
range and shorter range missiles in the light of the accord 
in principle attained in this area during the meeting 
between the USSR foreign minister and the U.S. Secre- 
tary of State this September in Washington. In particu- 
lar, the issues which the delegations have failed to 
harmonize completely in Geneva were examined in 
detail. The sides also paid great attention to other steps 
in the sphere of arms limitation and reduction. In this 
connection it was stated that progress in the matter of 
working Out an agreement on a 50% reduction of strate- 
gic offensive arms could impart a new impulse to the 
talks across the entire series of the problems of disarma- 
ment. 


The Soviet side stated that progress in this direction and, 
moreover, in the nearest future, is possible on the basis 
of mutual adherence to the principle of equality and 
identical security, which indisputably presupposes strict 
observation of the ABM Treaty. 


The U.S. side made reservations, evidencing the persis- 
tent striving to place the plans for creating [sozdaniye] 
space arms in the United States outside the framework of 
the agreement. At the same time, there is understanding 
about the intensification of work on agreements on 
strategic offensive weapons and space which would be 
acceptable to the two sides. 


The talks between Eduard Amvrosiyevich Shevardnadze 
and George Shultz were mainly conducted with a limited 
number of participants: On the Soviet side—Dobrynin, 
secretary of the CPSU Central Committee, and Bes- 
smertnykh, USSR deputy foreign minister; and on the 
U.S. side—Carlucci, and Ridgway, assistant secretary of 
state. 
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A plenary session was also conducted in which other 
officials took part: on the Soviet side—Vorontsov: |ubi- 
nin; Karpov, chief of the Deparmicnt for Probicms of 
Arms Control and Disarmament of the USSR Forcipn 
Ministry; Stepanov, assistant to the USSR forcign min- 
ister, Tarasenko, chief of the general secretariat of the 
USSR Foreign Ministry; Sukhodrev. deputy chief of the 
United States of America and Canada Department: and 
on the U.S. side—Matlock; Nitze and Rowncy, special 
advisers to the U.S. President and US. secretary of state 
on the Geneva talks; Ridgway and Holmes. U_S. assis- 
tant secretaries of state: Adelman, director of the t!S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; and Kampcl- 
man, head of the U.S. delegation at the talks on nucicar 
and space arms in Geneva. 


The ministers formed joint groups of experts which were 
instructed to discuss and complete the technical aspects 
of problems whch are the subject of the Moscow talks. 
The talks will be continued. 


Eduard Amvrosiyevich Shevardnadzc hosted a luncheon 
in honor of George Shultz and his party. Yazov, candi- 
date member of the CPSU Central Committee Politburo 
and USSR defense minister; Dobrynin, secretary of the 
CPSU Central Committee: Kamentsev, deputy chair- 
man of the USSR Council of Ministers; leaders of a 
number of USSR Ministries and departments; paitici- 
pants in the talks on the Soviet and U.S. sides; and other 
officials attended the iuncheon. 


On the same day a briefing devoted to the first day of the 
talks between E.A. Shevardnadze and G. Shultz was held 
at the USSR Foreign Ministry Press Center. Speaking at 
the briefing, C. Redman, official spokesman of the U.S. 
State Department, noted that the USSR foreign minister 
and the U.S. secretary of state were unanimous in the 
view that today’s mecting took place in a businesslike, 
constructive atmosphere and that considerable |dosta- 
tochnyy]} progress had been achieved at the talks. 


G.I. Gerasimov, chief of the USSR Forcign Ministry 
Press Depariment, agreed with this assessment and 
emphasized that the Soviet side is in an optimistic mood 
and sees the main task in completing the work on the 
preparation of the treaty on the elimination of mediumm- 
range and operational-tactical missiles and achicving 
substantial progress on questions of reducing offensive 
arms and maintaining the provisions of the ABM Treaty. 


Discussions With Gorbachev 


LD231826 Moscow TASS in English 1812 GMT 23 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 23 TASS—On October 23. Mik- 
hail Gorbachev received in the Kremlin U.S. Secretary 
of State George Shultz and the persons accompanying 
him. The conversation covered the most important 
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aspects of Soviet-American relations and international 
politics. The results of the talks held yesterday between 
Eduard Shevardnadze.and George Shultz were examined 
in that context. 


Welcoming the guests, Mikhail Gorbachev pointed out 
the positive significance of the regular character of the 
contacts and talks between representatives of the govern- 
ments of both countries. A dynamization of political 
relations is taking place. The negotiating process is 
proceeding faster than ever before. And looking back at 
the whole path traversed from Geneva via Reykjavik to 
this day it can be said that quite a lot has been donc. 


Both sides specially noted the significance of Reykjavik, 
which was a real breakthrough ensuring the line of ascent 
in the development of Soviet-American dialogue and 
making it possible to reach the present Ievel of examina- 
tion of issues. An experience of doing business has been 
accumulated. The Soviet leadership highly appreciaics 
the contacts with the U.S. President, the systematic 
meetings between the USSR foreign minister and the 
U.S. secretary of state. This was not the case during the 
first years of the current administration. 


And now the groundwork has been laid for a search for 
decisions, an atmosphere of businesslike cooperation has 
taken shape. It is proceeding with difficulty, not without 
aggravations, but is proceeding. 


Now both sides are aware of the need for placing the 
talks onto the plane of practical decisions. Specific stcps 
towards each other are also being made. All this has 
given rise to great hopes in both our countries and the 
world over, and now specific and big results are expecicd 
from the USSR and the USA. 


The sides discussed in detail the state of things in 
preparation for an agreement on medium-range and 
shorter-range missiles, and expressed mutual confidence 
of the possibility to conclude it already this year. 


In this connection Mikhail Gorbachev stressed that of 
particularly great significance at the last stage of prepa- 
rations is elaboration of issues pertaining to stringent 
control, which is also important for a perspective, bear- 
ing in mind the accumulation of experience for subsc- 
quently drawing up an agreement on stratcgic arms. 
Moscow Television Service in Russian at 1800 GMT on 

3 October carries as part of its regularly-schedulcd 
“Vremya” newscast an announcer-read report on the 
Gorbachev-Shultz meeting. The television version at this 
point replaces “pertaining to stringent control, which is 
also important for a perspective, bearing...” with “per- 
taining to stringent verification [kontrol], which is also 
important in the long term, bearing..."] This should be 
done in such a way that both us and the Americans could 
te confident of the reliability of observance of the 


agreements. 
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To confirm what has been achieved on the issuc of the 
elimination of medium-range and shorter-range missilcs 
Mikhail Gorbachev proposed that from November | a 
moratorium be announced on all work in connection 
with their production, testing and deployment. The 
whole world would see that before its Icgal sealing the 
agreement already works, demonstrating the degree of 
consent on that issue. 


Yet, he pointed out, the world expects more from the 
third Soviet-American summit meeting. hoping that the 
first agreement on nuclear weapons will usher in an even 
deeper and more substantive process of eliminating the 
universal nuclear danger. It is from these positions that 
the Soviet leadership approaches the evaluation of sig- 
nificance of the forthcoming meeting with the U.S. 
President. 


The conversation centered on the issuc of stratcpic 
offensive weapons. Both sides consider it to be of kcy 
significance mm an effort to put an end to the muclear 
weapons race and for Soviet-American relations. 


The secretary of state emphasized that to discuss the 
issue was the principle aim of his visit to Moscow. 


Since the question of reducing strategic arms is closcly 
connected with the problem of non-orbiting weapons, 
Mikhail Gorbachev came forward with additional spc- 
cific proposals with a view to finding solutions which 
would satisfy both sides. The essence of the proposals is 
as follows: the United States would agree legally to 
record an obligation not to use the right to withdraw 
from the ABM Treaty for ten years with strict compli- 
ance with the treaty. The Soviet Union would agree to 
setting limits to the number of warheads on individual 
types of strategic offensvie arms of the Soviet Union and 
the United States. In so doing the USSR is prepared to 
agree—within the framework of an aggregate level of 
6,000 warheads on the strategic offensive arms of the 
sides—to the deployment of not more than 3,000-3,300 
warheads on intercontinental ballistic missiles, of not 
more than 1,800-2,000 warheads on the submarinc- 
launched ballistic missiles, and of not more than 800-900) 
warheads on air-launched cruise missiles. 


With the aims of strengthening the atmosphere of trust 
and discouraging any talks that the Soviet Union alleg- 
edly violates the ABM Treaty through the construction 
of the Krasnoyarsk radar, Mikhail Gorbachev told Mr 
Shultz that the Soviet Union would unilaterally intro- 
duce a one-year moratorium on all work which had been 
done there. “Naturally, we expect a similar step with 
regard to the U.S. radar in Scotland”, he said. 


Taking these new compromise initiatives into account. 
Mikhail Gorbachev suggested, without losing time, that 
the work to coordinate positions in the field of strategic 
offensive arms and space at the talks in Geneva and at 
other levels be intensified so that, at a meeting, which is 
being planned for this year, with the President of the 
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United States, it would be possible. along with the 
signing of a treaty on medium- and shorter-range mis- 
siles, to record an accord on the key provisions of tuturc 
agreements on strategic offensive arms and space, which 
in their turn, could be signed during Ronald Reapan’s 
reply visit to the Soviet Union. 


So, an extensive agenda for a summit mecting in Wa-h- 
ington would be taking shape in the spirit of the unde- 
standing reached during George Shultz’s previous \ isit 
to Moscow in April this ycar. 


“I hope”, Mikhail Gorbachev said. “that onc and a half 
month are enough to work out and duly to prepare all 
this. | am ready to visit the United States. But so far | am 


put on my guard by possible results”. 


The question of the situation in the Persian Gull was 
touched upon during the meeting. Referring to Resolu- 
tion 598 which had been unanimously adopicd by the 
United Nations Security Council, Mikhail Gorbachev 
drew attention to the fact that the resolution had been 
also the result of the Soviet-U.S. constructive coopera- 
tion on this very acute problem. However. following 
that, the United States decided to act like it did “in good 
days of old”. “What emerged as a result of cooperation 
within the U.N. framework is now called in question. 
This gives rise to disappointment”. 


“The U.S. navai build up in the Gulf—contrary to 
Washington's declarations—has made the situation 
more complex, and not simplified it. Ihe argument that 
that was necessary to ensure the supply of oil is under- 
standable to us. But we do not understand the ways of 
action which lead precisely to the opposite result. Ihe 
Persian Gulf issue is not an isolated onc. If such a policy 
is carried on, it may bury much in the international 
process, including many things in Sovict-U.S. relations”. 


Mikhail Gorbachev expressed the hope that the Ameti- 
can leadership would seriously consider all possible 
consequences of its policy in the Persian Gulf, and calicd 
for consistent implementation of a joint line in the spirit 
of Security Council Resolution 598. 


Gorbachev also raised the issue of trust. The Sovict 
leadership, in keeping with principles and ideas of new 
thinking, is striving to use all opportunities for broaden- 
ing mutual understanding among citizens in both coun- 
tries, and encourages various forms of contacts between 
public representatives at all levels. 


The American leadership, contrary to public dectara- 
tions and assurances made officially. sticks to a course of 
kindling mistrust and suspicion, and cultivates the “cn- 
emy image” with regard to the Soviet Union. 


The recent evidence is the publication of a document on 
“Soviet influence” activities in 1986-1987. It was drawn 
up by the Department of State jointly ‘vith the Pentagon, 
the CIA, USIA, the Department of Justice, military 
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intelligence, and so on. and represents a set of “cokd «ar 
stereotypes directed al preserving anti-Sovict sentiments 
and shaping a negative attitude among Americans 
towards the restructuring drive which 1. alleged). com 
ceived im order to delude world public an! lull its 


vigilance. 


We are serious about changing relations with the United 
States for the better, are ready to go far in economic and 
cultural relations and in humanitarian matters. In ow 
society there is no prejudice against the American pro 
ple, it ts open for mutual understanding and fricndliness. 
It is high time that not only Soviet, but also American 
bulldozers be used to clear the way towards cach other. 


There is a need both for you and ‘jor us to ponder once 
again over the subject of discussions in Moscow during 
these two days, Gorbachev said. We are al a very crus! 
stage. Both sides need maximum attention and mutu-! 
understanding so as not to pass up a chance which we 
hid once lost already. 


The following officials took part in the mecting: | * 
Shevardnadze, A.F. Dobrynin, S.F. Akhromcyev. ‘\.\. 
Bessmerthykh, ambassador Yu. V. Dubinin. Frank ¢ 3 
lucci, Rozanne Ridgway, Paul Nitze and Ambas«otor 
Jack Matlock. 


Conclusion of Talks 
LD232132 Moscow TASS in English 2120 GMT 23 Oct 87 


[“Soviet-American Talks Over"--TASS headline] 


[Text] Moscow October 23 TASS—tThe talks between 
Eduard Shevardnadze, member of the Political Burs ou 
of the CPSU Central Committee, USSR forcign minis- 
ter, and U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz were 
continued in the evening of October 22 and in the 
afternoon on October 23. 


Basing themselves on the understandings in principle 
reached in the course of the meeting with Mikhvil 
Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central ( om. 
mittee, the sides held a business-like and useful dis: 1s- 
sion of the most topical security issucs. The elaboration 
of the basic provisions of the agreement on the mediwi- 
range and shorter-range missiles has been actually con. 
pleted. The delegations of the USSR and the USA have 
been instructed to complcte within the shoriest tine 
work on the text of the treaty on the climination of the 
above-said missiles. 


Much attention was devoted to the perspective of briny 
ing closer the stands of the sides on the 50 per cent cut in 
the strategic offensive weapons under the conditions «! 
strict observance of the ABM Treaty. The fresh Sovict 
initiatives on those issues set forth by Mikhail Ciotha- 
chev, general secretary of the CPSU Central Committee. 
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io U.S. Secretary of State George Shult7 ensure. pro- 
vided there ts preparedness on both sides to seck an 
agreement, the basis for progress in that ficld. 


in pursuit of the understanding reached in Washington 
on full-scale stage-by-stage Sovict-American talks on 
nuclear tests the sides agrecd that they will be started in 
Geneva on November 9. 


The state of things with the drawing up of a mandate for 
talks between the Warsaw Treaty statics and the NAITO 
treaty countries on force and conventional weapons cuts 
in Europe has been comprehensively examined and 
problems pertaining to a total ban on chemical weapons 
have been analysed. 


In the course of an exchange of views on the icrivnal 
problems special emphasis was laid on questions in 
connection with the dangerous situation emerging in the 
Persian Gulf as a result of the concentration of the U! S. 
force there and also in connection with the settlement of 
the Iran-Iraq conflict. 


Some questions pertaining to bilatcral Sovict-American 
relations have been discussed in detail. 


Humanitarian issues, in which there is mutual interest. 
were touched upon in the course of the talks. 


In conclusion of the talks Eduard Shevardnadze and 
George Shultz heard reports and summed up the results 
of the work by the joint groups of experts on a broad 
range of issues under discussion. 


SDI Seen as ‘Obstacle’ 


LD250447 Moscow in English to North America 2300 GMT 24 Oct 87 


{Text} Pavel Kuznetsov comments on the Sovict-Amer- 
ican talks in Moscow. 


[Kuznetsov] According to the weathermen, we haven't 
had that much fog around Moscow for over a century. 
Unable to fly in here U.S. Secretary of State Cicorge 
Shultz arrived in the Soviet capital on Thursday by train. 
He and his team of about 100 experts and officials had a 
very busy schedule, conferring with their Soviet counter- 
parts. On Friday George Shultz had a 4 and 1/2 hour 
meeting with Mikhail Gorbachev. 


By the end of Friday, the first disturbing signals that 
something must have gone wrong began to pour in. Ihe 
discussions were prolonged and the announced news 
conferences were delayed. So, as some of the fog began to 
drift away, we've learned that the two sides have failed to 
set a date for a Soviet-American summit despite the 
heartening news that an INF accord on the elimination 
of medium- and shorter-range muclear missiles was 
virtually completed. Standing in the way of a summit, 
and consequently further progress in arms control. 1s the 
Reagan administration's SDI, or the Star Wars program. 
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To be more precise, Washington's unwillingness to dcm- 
onstrate flexibility on this issue and its resolve to ev 
ahead with the development, construction, and testing in 
space of all kinds of esoteric technology and new deviccs 
in violation of the Soviet-American ABM Treaty of 
1972. 


Judging by the first reactions from Washington, Mosco~ 
is said to have deliberately raised an obsiacle to a 
summit by linking such a meeting with progress on the 
SDI issue. According to the White House spokesmen. 
Marlin Fitzwater, the issue seems to be whether or not 
Gorbachev wants to come to the United States for a 
summit. Well, Mr Fitzwater should know beticr than 
simplify matters to such an extent. During the weeks 
leading to the Moscow talks there were more than 
enough signals in the Soviet press and electronic media 
and in official statements that another summit should 
not deal cxclusively with the signing of an INF treaty bet 
should also focus on provisions of a treaty on stratcric 
offensive arms and antimissile systems. Didn't Mikhail 
Gorbachev himself, in one of his recent speeches. allude 
to the possibility of there being 50% cuts in long range 
nuclear missiles in the first half of next year if both sides 
pledged to strengthen the ABM Treaty? 


All these signals were based on an understanding reached 
during the April and September mectings between For- 
eign Minister Eduard Shevardnadze and Secretary 
Shultz. In turn this understanding was achieved duiing 
the Reykjavik summit in Iceland, where SDI got in the 
way and derailed hopes for a historic chance to get rid of 
all strategic offensive arms within a decade. An INF 
accord would be too limited an agenda for the Sovict and 
— leaders if at the same time there is no progicss 
on . 


As far as strategic offensive arms are concerned. last 
Friday Mikhail Gorbachev proposed ceilings on war- 
heads in each leg of the two nation’s strategic triad. Ihe 
numbers are very close to those that the United Statcs 
Administration has been in favor of so we are very close 
on medium- and shorter-range missiles: we are very close 
on how to proceed with 50% cuts in long- range missiles: 
bul we are very apart on SDI and the ABM Treaty. 


In my view this really sad turn of events in Mosrow 
should not make us overly pessimistic. After all, many 
thousands of passengers stranded in Moscow's flow 
airports at one moment lost all hope that this dense log 
would ever move away, so let's hope that in the wecks to 
come the skies will become clearer over the SDI issuc 


Reagan Stands by SDI 


LD232147 Moscow TASS in English 2144 GMT 23 Oct 87 


{Text} Washington October 23 TASS—President Reopon 
met with West European journalists today and answered 
their questions about the results of the talks held by US 
Secretary of State George Shultz in Moscow. 
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The President pointed ou! that “some progress was 
made™ on the way to the conclusion of an agreement on 
medium- and shorter-range missiles, and voiced hope 
that his mecting in the United States with Geonecral 
Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev would take place latcr thes 
year. 


Describing the current atmosphere in Soviet-Amectican 
relations, Mr Reagan stated: “| have to believe that there 
is an effort being made on their part as well as ours to 
make the cold war a little warmer in the right way. Let's 
say, a little less cold, but also a little less war”. 


In answer to the question whether he is prepared to make 
an adjustment in his position with regard to the US. 
“Strategic Defence Initiative” which is commonly 
known as the “Star Wars” programme in order to 
remove the obstacle to progress at the talks on stratcgic 
arms, the President of the United States said: “No”. 


Shultz News Conference 


LD232326 Moscow Television Service in Russian 2035 CMT 23 Oct 87 


[Special report on 23 October news conference held by U.S. Secretary of State 
George Shultz in the Press Center of the USSR Foreign Ministry in Moscow--with 
recorded passages--Shultz speaks in English with superimposed Russian 
translation; all questioners unidentified; questions either in Russian or English 


with superimposed Russian translation) 


Text} [Announcer] Press conferences were held by US. 
Secretary of State George Shultz, and Eduard Amvrosi- 
yevich Shevardnadze, USSR minister of foreign affairs, 
in the Press Center of the USSR Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs in Moscow today. Addressing the press confcr- 
ence, George Shultz said: 


In our opinion additional time is needed to satisfy 
ourselves (?that what is possible has been done) [v tom, 
chto sdelano vozmozhno] in the verification area. Cer- 
tain new proposals were put forward in the sphere of 
strategic armaments. We studied matters related to the 
ABM Treaty. It is not yet clear on which of them we can 
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reach agreement. The belief im the United States ts that 
we must do everything possibic to clarify how we arc to 
defend ourselves against ballistic missiles and insuic the 
security of our friends and allies. 


Today | again had the honor of mecting General Sccre- 
tary Gorbachev. It transpired that Mr Gorbachev i not 
yet satisfied with the situation in the spheres of space 
and defense. 


We were unable to set any specific date for General 
Secretary Gorbachev's visit to Washington. However, he 
persuaded us that he would hike to visit the United States 
and does not exclude the possibility of doing so before 
this year ends. 


[Announcer] George Shultz then answered qucstions 
from journalists. 


Question] Can all the difficultucs be reduced to the U)_S. 
position on SDI? 


Shultz} The record of the admuinistraticn and that of the 
nited States in general, consists in the fact that we are 
resolutely defending U.S. security. How can we defend 
ourselves against ballistic missiles’ This question. natu- 
ray, is of an enormous concern to all of us; and it is 
precisely here that the initial basis of our position hes. At 
the same time, from the very start the President has 
shown and continues to show readiness to extensively 
reduce nuclear arsenals. If we conclude an agreement on 
medium-range missiles, if we sign and ratify it. thes wall 
be an important step. Yet it would be considerably more 
important if we could go further and achieve a SU% 
reduction in strategic arms. 


(Question) Has the Soviet side made the same rescrsa- 
isons it made in Reykjavik or have some new points been 
brought forward which you have been unable to answer 


satisfactorily? 


we achieved more in Reykjavik than at any of the 
preceding meetings. After Reykjavik. certain changes 
occured in the positions on the issues of ABM's and 
yet | think it would be fair to say that we have 
more differences on this issue than on medium-i ange 


ah 


{Question} Did you discuss with USSR leaders the Arab 
Gulf issue or some kind of cooperation between the 
United States and the USSR in this area? 











[Announcer] Answering this question, George Shultz 
noted that in conversations in Moscow the situation in 
the Persian Gulf region and the Iran-Iraq conflict were 
discussed fairly fully. In this connection, he stressed the 
importance of the efforts by the UN secretary gencral for 
implementation of Security Council Resolution 598. 
Both the Soviet Union and the United States, Shultz 
said, want the Security Council and the UN to be 
effective bodies. The time will come, | hope, when we 
will be able to work together more fruitfully. 


{Question} Do you think that an additional mecting 
between you and Mr Shevardnadze vould be necessary 
to prepare a summit? 


{Shultz} This remains to be resolved. The mectings that 
Mr Shevardnadze and myself have already had have 
been productive, but I do not think that a mecting could 
be held right now on any specific issue. A certain amount 
of progress has been made and we intend to carry on with 
this work. When it seems useful to hold mectings 
between ministers of foreign affairs or other officials, we 
are prepared to hold them. 


[Announcer] The US secretary of state said in conclu- 
sion: We had a discussion and talked about our priori- 
ties. | have the impression that we will be able to gct 
results. In other words, perhaps our goals are not very 
different. True, I am not very convinced that this is true 
of space defense. The United States will now be waiting 
for the letter that Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
intends to send to President Reagan. 


Shevardnadze Conference 


LD240003 Moscow Television Service in Russian 2045 GMT 23 Oct 87 


[Report on 23 October news conference given by Foreign Minister Eduard 
Shevardnadze in the Press Center of the USSR Foreign Ministry in Moscow] 


[Text] [Announcer] A news conference addressed by 
Eduard Amvrosyevich Shevardnadze was held today: 


[Begin recording] [Shevardnadze] How did the Moscow 
meeting go? I want to stress that it was a useful mecting 
and, overall, one that brought results. I do not yet have 
any information about how the secretary of state 
described our talks, the talks with the Soviet leadership, 
but on this I do not think we should disagree. Why were 
this meeting and the discussions in Moscow productive? 
The first thing I would draw your attention to is the fact 
that we managed to overcome some very serious obsta- 
cles that arose in Geneva at the Soviet-U.S. talks on 
medium-range and operational-tactical missiles. 


First, we finally formulated the provisions concerning 
the Pershing-1A’s, and this is of great importance. | want 
to stress again that this problem really is a fine and 
delicate one. I want to note straight away the positive 
role played in solving this question by our allics. the 
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GDR, CSSR, and of course by the Icadership of the 
FRG. We have agreed on a final formula on the Persh- 
ing-|’s at the Moscow talks. The time frame for climi- 
nating the medium-range and shortcr-range missiles and 
the procedures for their destruction have been agreed on 
at the talks here in Moscow. We have reached agreement 
on the exchange of data on this class of missiles, on both 
the one and two, and this is of fundamental importance 
for all subsequent decisions. To a considerable extent. we 
have moved forward on the final stage of questions 
relating to the verification and inspection. 


It is precisely these problems that were moved into the 
forefront. | must say that on many of the main questions 
we found mutually acceptable solutions, although 
because of a time shortage we were not able to discuss 
here in Moscow all the questions relating to verification 
and inspection. I stress that this was because of a time 
shortage, although we had a directive—and I mean our 
delegation did—from Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev 
that all main issues connected with eliminating these 
types of nuclear armaments were to be agreed on here in 
Moscow. But I will say, and I think that the comrades 
can confirm this, that all basic problems involving clim- 
inating these armaments have been resolved in principle. 


As I am aware, and we discussed this at the last final 
session with the secretary of state and other members of 
the U.S. delegation, they are in agreement with this. So 
the question of concluding an agreement on climinating 
medium-range and operational-tactical missiles no 
longer—I can say boldly—evokes doubts. Such an agice- 
ment will be drafted. That is one side of the issue, a very 
important and fundamental one. 


If it were not for the Moscow meeting—and I must say 
this even though I have great respect for our specialists, 
experts, and negotiators working in Geneva—the 
debates would still be continuing, whereas the Moscow 
meeting has facilitated the conclusion and acceleration 
of this important process. The talks were also uscful in 
beginning, or rather setting a date for beginning, wicde- 
ranging talks on nuclear tests. This we have conclusivcly 
determined. This is the problem that has been disturbing 
many representatives of the world community. As we 
agreed on in Washington and as the Soviet leadership 
had decided, the central probiem in our talks was the 
problem of a 50% reduction in sirategic offensive weap- 
ons and the problems linked to preserving the ABM 
Treaty and reinforcing it. 


1 would like to tell you that, on the issue of reducing 
strategic offensive weapons, Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorba- 
chev has introduced a fundamentally important new 
proposal on determining the quantitative levels regard- 
ing the strategic triad—intercontinental ballistic mis- 
siles, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and air- 
launched cruise missiles on strategic bombers. | would 
like to make public these figures which were given at the 
talks. Comrade Gorbachev proposed setting a ceiling for 
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intercontinental ballistic missiles. This is 3.300 war- 
heads—from 3,000 to 3,300. For submarine-launched 
ballistic missiles, from‘! ,800 to 2,000 [unidentified voice 
interjects: ““warheads”] I am referring to nuclear wat- 
heads. It is a good thing there are specialists sitting 
beside me! And not always getting in the way! [laughtc: | 
On air-launched cruise missiles, from 800 to 900. Those 
who know about the subject and are following tlic 
Soviet-U.S. talks will agree that these figures are very 
close to those spelled out many times by representatives 
of the U.S. Administration. 


I think that we have taken a very major step along the 
path toward achieving an agreement on the fundamental 
problem in the Soviet-U.S. talks: a sharp reduction in 
strategic offensive weapons. You know what our posi- 
tion is on the ABM Treaty. I would like to inform you 
that we have, on numerous occasions, sct forth ou 
position thtat the ABM Treaty must be preserved in the 
form in which it was signed and ratified, and that there 
should be no withdrawal from the treaty for a minimum 
of 10 years. We said this in Rejkyavik. and we said it at 
all the subsequent meetings. I do not think it will be an 
exaggeration to say that the absolute majority of coun- 
tries, including the allies of the United States, share the 
opinion that the ABM Treaty must be preserved. 


After Rejkyavik, we attempted to make a few clarifica- 
tions regarding the development of our position, and 
frankly, we went halfway to meet the Americans. First of 
all, we said, and we now confirm, that we allow research 
work, and not only research work, but also the building 
of the corresponding mockups and models under laho- 
ratory conditions, test sites, under production condi- 
tions, and so forth. We went further: At the latest talks, 
and particularly at the talks in Washington, we suggcstcd 
to the U.S. Administration that a list be drawn up of thie 
devices whose delivery into space would be banned. We 
went even further: At the talks, we correspondingly 
provided the parameters and characteristics of these 
devices. Everything relating to the development [sozda- 
niye] of any instruments and devices below those param- 
eters would not be banned. 


I emphasize that this premise is of fundamental signifi- 
cance for achieving an agreement on adherence to thc 
ABM Treaty during the agreed upon period. Unfortu- 
nately, I have to say that in Moscow the U.S. delegaiton 
did not display a willingness to discuss matters relating 
to preserving the ABM Treaty on a businesslike and 
constructive basis. We were unsuccessful in that discu- 
sison. We consider these two aspects, which are con- 
stantly present at Soviet-U.S. talks—a 50% reduction of 
strategic offensive arms and the preservation of the ABM 
Treaty—to be of fundamental significance for Sovict- 
U.S. relations. 


As far back as Washington, we came to an agreement 
that the next major stage in Soviet-U.S. relations would 
be a meeting between Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, 
general secretary of the party Central Committee, and 
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President Reagan, before the end of this year, in the 
autumn of this year. We also had a fundamental discus- 
sion there about a rough program of further high Ievcl 
contacts. In addition, we agreed there that an agreement 
on medium-range missiles would be signed at the present 
meeting. The agreement would be prepared in advance. 
and the leaders of the two states would be able to 
concentrate their main attention at this mecting around 
the problem of strategic...[corrects himself] reducing 
Strategic offensive arms, and the ABM Treaty. 


The next stage in high-level Soviet-U.S. contacts is a sist 
by the President of the United States of America in the 
first half of next year, taking into consideration the fact 
that at the first summit meeting an accord in principle 
will be reached, while in Moscow the agrecment on 
strategic offensive arms and the ABM Treaty will be 
signed. That is how we envisaged, so to speak, the entirc 
program of future contacts. I have to say that the U.S. 
side displayed an interest in such a program: we had a 
fundamental discussion about it, and we said that under 
such a scenario it would be possible, genuinely possible, 
to ratify both the first and the second treaty, since we 
attach great significance precisely to the problem of 
ratification. 


Why am I telling you about all these nuances in such 
detail? Because we are ready to work—namely with the 
present administration—for major successes, a major 
breakthrough, I would say, on the most important dircc- 
tions for the elimination—the reduction and subsc- 
quently the elimination—of nuclear arsenals, and for 
keeping space peaceful. Unfortunately, at the Moscow 
talks it was not possible to make any headway in this 
decisive field. 


I want to inform you that Comrade Gorbachev, genc1al 
secretary of the party Central Committee, has confirmed 
his readiness to meet President Reagan, to sign a treaty 
on medium-range missiles and operational-tactical mis- 
siles and, in general, to determine the key clauses of an 
agreement to reduce strategic offensive arms and pic- 
serve the ABM Treaty. I want to emphasize that he has 
confirmed this readiness. He also told the secretary of 
state that the Soviet proposals on strategic offensive 
arms—the figures of which have been given—will prob- 
ably require some time for detailed study by specialists 
as well as the U.S. Administration before a summit 
meeting. [end recording} 


{Announcer] Comrade Shevardnadze then replied to 
correspondents’ questions. 


[Begin recording] [Fischer] Fischer, GDR Radio. Com- 
rade Minister, what opportunities are there at the 
moment for the zero option on medium-range missilcs. 
Specifically, when will it be possible to complete work on 
a treaty on medium-range missiles and operational- 
tactical missiles? 
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[Shevardnadze] You know, at the final session, when we 
drew up the results of the work that had been carricd out, 
we even estimated dates. True, this is always risky, 
{chuckles} it is always risky to talk about dates, but | 
think that if the delcga: ‘ons make a big cffort— and | 
have no doubt that the Soviet deicgation is ready, su to 
speak, to act precisely on that Ievel—in 2 to 3 wecks, 
maybe a little more or a little less, in principle it would 
be possible to prepare such a draft agreement, inasmuch 
as the main, so to speak, the cardinal problems have been 
resolved. There are experienced pcople sitting heic who 
know that at the final stage what we sometimes consider 
to be technicalties become very difficult to overcome. 
But | think that by common efforts we will succeed in 
preparing such an agreement in a relatively short time. 


[Boland in English with superimposed Russian transla- 
tion] Celestine Boland from 7he Washington I'vst. | 
would like to know, if you were not able to achicve 
progress in the field of space and strategic offensive 
arms, do you mean that an agreement on medium-range 
missiles will not be signed this year? If the reply is no, 
does this mean that the package revealed by Gorbachev 
on the 26th has once again turned out to be ticd up, thai 
once again there is this linkage? 


{Shevardnadze} If there is no agreement, if there is no 
agreement on the key clauses I have been talking about, 
or rather an accord on the key clauses, this docs not 
signify that a treaty will not be signed on medium-range 
missiles and operational-tactical missiles. Where and 
when is another matter, but undoubtedly such a trcaty 
will be signed. [end recording} 


Announcer] Replies were also given to other questions 
rom correspondents. [video shows from left to right on 
rostrum: Karpov, Bessmertnykh, Shevardnadze. and 
Gerasimov] 


Reagan on Shultz Talks 


LD241938 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1808 GMT 24 Oct 87 


[Text] Washington, 24 Oct (TASS)}—Delivering a rou- 
tine radio address on Saturday U.S. President Ronald 
Reagan touched in particular on the question of Sovict- 
U.S. relations. He pointed out that this week's Sovict- 
U.S. talks in Moscow touched on “all aspects of tcla- 
tions” between the USSR and the United States. “At 
present,” the U.S. President stated, “we are nearcr to 
completing work on an agreement to eliminate a whole 
class of U.S. and Soviet medium-range nuclear missiles. 
and progress was also achieved in other areas.” 


“The date for holding a summit was not determinmed. 
but we are in no hurry,” Reagan continued. Moreover he 
asserted that the United States “will not sacrifice its 
fundamental interests.” [Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 
26 October First Edition on page 6 carries a similar 
report, here replacing “not sacrifice its fundamental 
interests.” with “not sacrifice its important interests 
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merely for the sake of holding a mecting.”] As is well- 
known, the current Washington administration is persis- 
tently unwilling to renounce plans to create a wide-scale 
system of antimissile defense of which strike space 
weapons are to be a central element. 


Shultz, Carlucci Depart 


LD231910 Moscow TASS in English 1900 GMT 23 Oct 87 


[Text] Moscow October 23 TASS—U.S. Secretary of 
State George Shultz and his wife left Moscow today. 


He is being accompanied by Assistant to the President 
for National Security Frank Carlucci. 


They were scen off at the airport by Soviet First Deputy 
Foreign Minister Yuliy Vorontsov, Soviet Ambassador 
to the U.S. Yuriy Budinin and other officials. 

The send-off party also included U.S. Ambassador to the 
Soviet Union Jack Matlock. 


Shultz Reports to NATO 


LD241709 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 1556 GMT 24 Oct 87 


{Text} Brussels, 24 Oct (TASS)—A special session of the 
North Atlantic Council at the level of foreign minister 
and ambassador-permanent representative was held 
today in the headquarters of the North Atlantic bloc. At 
it U.S. Secretary of State George Shultz, who had arrived 
here from Moscow, spoke of the outcome of his talks 
with Mikhail Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee, and with USSR Foreign Ministcr 
Eduard Shevardnadze. 


Speaking at a press conference, the U.S. secretary of static 
said that a useful exchange of opinions took place at the 
session. The main outcome of the discussion at the 
Moscow talks, he noted, was “general determination to 
achieve an agreement on medium-range missiles.” 


The head of the U.S. foreign policy department said that 
the drafting of the main provisions of an accord on 
medium- and shorter-range missiles was more or less 
completed at the talks in Moscow. In the words of G. 
Shultz, the delegations of the United States and the 
USSR were instructed to report back each week to their 
respective ministries on the progress of the talks to 
conclude the drafting of the text of an agreement on the 
elimination of this type of missile. 
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Shultz expressed “the hope that this work would be 
completed in the near future and that a treaty could be 
signed. “We should like it to be signed at the next 
Soviet-U.S. summit meeting,” he added. “But if such a 
meeting does not take place, then the question of how 
this should best be done may be settled. The main thing 
is the essence of the agreement itself, that it be 
achieved.” 


Shultz acknowledged that it was not possible to make 
real progress in Moscow on the question of stratcgic 
offensive weapons. The U.S. secretary of state spoke out 
against the Soviet proposal to declare a moratorium on 
all work connected with the production, testing and 
deployment of medium-and shorter-range missilcs. 
Shultz claims that if the sides did this, the “basis for 
future talks would be removed.” It followed fiom his 
words that the United States is not ready either to 
declare a moratorium on all work being carried out on 
the U.S. radar installation in Scotland. 


For his part NATO Secretary General Lord Carrington 
stressed in a statement that the members of the North 
Atlantic Council greeted “the continued significant 
progress in achieving a totally verifiable agreement on 
medium-range missiles. The successful completion of 
these talks will be an important achievement.” In the 
words of Lord Carrington, the allies are very inicrested 
in “progress being made on all issues of East-West 
relations.” 


Meets With Journalists 


LD251345 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 0930 GMT 25 Oct 87 


[Text] At the beginning of this issue of “Mayak™ pan- 
orama we shall hear a report from our correspondent in 
Brussels, Kipras Mazheyka. A special session of the 
NATO council was held there at which U.S. Secretary of 
State Shultz spoke, informing the partners in the bloc of 
the results of his talks in Moscow. We go over to 
Brussels. 


{[Mazheyka] This special meeting of North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization members at the level of forcign 
ministers of the bloc’s member-countries lasted for 2 and 
1/2 hours. That was unusually long. Therefore, the 
expected meeting of journalists with George Shultz, who 
had arrived straight from Moscow, was postponcd. It is 
not just a question of statistics, but if we are to believe 
the words of the U.S. secretary of state himself, then the 
session that just ended is already the 56th since the 
Soviet-U.S. negotiations on reductions in the nuclear 
weapons arsenals started. How does the present scssion 
of NATO members differ from all the others? | think 
first and foremost in its cautious optimism. The high- 
ranking visitor from Washington told journalists that by 
the end of next week the heads of the Soviet and U.S. 
delegations at the Geneva talks on medium- and shorter- 
range missiles should agree on the final text of the 
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relevant agreements. He stated that noticeable progress 
had been made both in working out a schedule for the 
stage-by-stage elimination of this class of weapon, as well 
as in the sphere of verifying the strict observance of the 
accords reached. 


Alongside the progress that has been achieved, the head 
of U.S. diplomacy noted the deep-going differences that 
still exist in the positions of both sides regaiding a 
moratorium on this type of missile, and especially the 
problem with SDI. During the news conference in Evere 
George Shultz touched upon the recent mecting with 
Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev. He described the 
Soviet leader as an exceptionally competent and busi- 
ness-like interlocutor who makes an indelible impicssion 
with his knowledge of the problems and manner of 
contact with people. 


Moscow Talks Discussed 





LD260642 Moscow TASS in English 0632 GMT 26 Oct 87 


[Text] Washington October 26 TASS—U:S. President 
Ronald Reagan met on Sunday with Secretary of State 
George Shultz and Assistant to the President for 
National Security Frank Carlucci who returned from a 
trip to the Soviet Union. 


According to a White House spokesman, they discussed 
the results of the Soviet-American talks in Moscow last 
week. 





INF Treaty ‘Within Reach' 


LD260938 Moscow TASS in English 0715 GMT 26 Oct 87 


[Text] Washington October 26 TASS—Frank Carlucci, 
Assistant to the U.S. President for National Security 
Affairs, appeared in ABC's “This Week With David 
Brinkley” program on Sunday. In answer to the question 
about prospects for final elaboration of a Sovict-U.S. 
agreement on medium- and shorter-range missiles Mr 
Carlucci gave on the whole an optimistic appraisal. 


“I think it’s quite clear that an INF treaty is well within 
reach, | would say”, he said, “we are just now wrapping 
up the details. We've made good progress in Moscow on 
that treaty”. 


Having recalled that other aspects of Soviet-Amecrican 
relations were also touched upon in Moscow, Mr Car- 
lucci mentioned “a thorough discussion of regional 
issues, although there are a lot of differences there”. 


“So it was, by and large, a productive meeting”, he said. 


45 








[Own correspondent V. Gan report: 








At the same time it was clear from pronouncements hy 
the Assistant to the U.S. President for National Security 
Affairs that the Reagan administration did not intend to 
abandon the “Star Wars” program which is aimed at 
developing space strike weapons and at militarizing 
outer space on a large scale. 


He stated that President Reagan was determined to 
proceed with this program. 

The “Star Wars” program, which is aimed at bringing 
into being a large-scale anti-missile defence system with 
space-based elements, enters into direct conflict with the 


Soviet-U.S. ABM Treaty which is the cornerstone of the 
arms control process. 


U.S. ‘Disappointment’ Noted 


PM261141 Moscow PRAVDA in Russian 26 Oct 87 Second Edition p 6 


[Text] Washington, 25 Oct—The mood here aficr the 
Soviet-U.S. talks in Moscow may be characterized 
chiefly by the word “disappointment.” Of all the com- 
ments being made at the present moment on the Poto- 
mac, that is the word used most often. Disappointment 
is being noted in the White House, by “senior officials” 
in the administration, and in Congress. 


The explanation is not hard to find. At a press confcr- 
ence last Thursday the President encouraged the country 
to expect “cardinal improvements” in Soviet-U.S. rela- 
tions. “The White House gave us every grounds for 
believing that at the press conference in Moscow Secre- 
tary of State Shultz would announce the achievement of 
an arms control agreement and a summit meeting. He 
did neither of those things,” ABC TV stated. 


Some U.S. political observers, like a number of U.S. 
congressmen, are trying to view the course of events 
without prejudice. “The President's ‘Star Wars’ program 
and the U.S. side's lack of flexibility on this question arc 
what caused Gorbachev's refusal to set a firm date for 
the meeting with Reagan,” ABC TV believes. CBS, in 
turn, notes that “the lack of progress in limiting the 
> ae defense initiative prevented” the fixing of a 
te. 


Senator P. Leahy from Vermont, a prominent figure in 
the Democratic Party, expressed the same idea in thesc 
terms: “If Reagan wants to achieve the control and 
reduction of strategic nuclear arms, he must at least 
begin talks on the ‘star wars’ question.” 


"Reaction on the Potomac"™] 











These are the first reactions to date. In the future, no 
doubt, people here will also analyze the progress 
achieved at the talks on questions of preparing an 
agreement on medium-range and operational-tactical 
missiles and will address the USSR's important new 
compromise proposals which enable a solution to be 
found on the crucial problem of the 50% reduction of 
siratcgic offensive weapons while sirictly observing the 
ABM Treaty. 


/8309 
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AUSTRIA: 


INTERMEDIATE -RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


MOCK, JANKOWITSCH WELCOME INF AGREEMENT 


52002412 Vienna WIENER ZEITUNG in German 23 Sep 87 p 3 


/9274 


neg In a statement issued on Tuesday |22 September} 
Vice Chancellor and Foreign Minister Mock welcomed 
the agreement concerning intermediate-range nucicar 
weapons concluded by the superpowers in Washington. 
Former Foreign Minister Peter Jankowitsch also voiced 
positive feelings yesterday. 
The process of the international disarmament dcbatc. 
said Mock, has gained new stimuli from the talks of the 
two foreign ministers of the Sovict Union and the 
United States on an agreement in the ficld of intermedi- 
aic-range nuclear arms. 


Austria welcomes the agreement reached in Washington 
and hopes that the detailed negotiations will be con- 
cluded soon, thus leading to the total elimination of this 
kind of weapons. The worldwide elimination of Sovict 
and U.S. intermediate-range weapons with a range of 
over 500 km would not only lead to a first real reduction 
of the two superpowers’ armament arsenals, but could 
also introduce a new era of greater mutual trust in their 
relations, Mock said. 

In addition, Austria notes with satisfaction the intention 
of the superpowers to start talks about a nuclear test stop 
before the end of the year, Mock stated. The Austrian 
Government most recently expressed the importance it 
accords to a fast agreement on a comprehensive nucicar 
test stop in its public appeal of 3 February 19878 to the 
Soviet Union and the United States, Mock concluded. 


The forthcoming Soviet-U.S. agreement on the elimina- 
tion of the so-called “Euromissiles”—the intermediatc- 
range and short-range missiles deployed in the areas of 
NATO and Warsaw Pact—is a special challenge for 
Europe, said Peter Jankowitsch, chairman of the Foreign 
Policy Committee of the Austrian Nationalrat, on Tucs- 
day at a trilateral seminar organized by the Austrian 
Institute for International Relations in Laxenburg. 
which is attended by security experts from Austria, 
Hungary, and Yugoslavia. 


The elimination of these kinds of missiics 1s 
a great gain for "s security, Jankowitsch noted. 
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INTERMEDIAIE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


ITALY'S ANDREOTTI REPORTS TO FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
52002409a Rome ANSA in English 1246 GMT 30 Sep 87 


[Excerpts] Rome, 30 Sep (ANSA)--The recent tentative accord between Washinrton 
and Moscow to eliminate short- and medium-range missiles in Europe and the 
crisis in the Persian Gulf were at the center of a report Italian Foreign Min- 


— Giulio Andreotti made to the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee here to- 
ay. 


On the U.S.-Soviet “Euromissiles” accord, Andreoiti 
affirmed that this agreement “is of great importance for 
Europeans not only because it lifts the nuclear threat 
against the continent, but also because it is the result of 
close consultations between the United States and its 
European allies”. 


The foreign minister went on to underline that this 
accord was able to take form also thanks to “Italy's 
“ proposal 


reduction in Washington's willingness to defcnd 
Europe”, Andreotti did point out that the accord “clim- 
inated certain concerns but in turn raised others”. 


“The accord on Euromissiles™ the foreign minister said, 
represents a starting point of a process that must exicnd 
towards st ic balances and space defence. The accord 
is but the tip of an iceberg, below it are other accords that 
are destined to surface, little by little, and one can 
already see their outlines™. 


/9274 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FURCES 


ITALIAN PC'S NAPOLITANO ON EUROPEAN DEFENSE 


52002409b Rome L"ESPRESSO in Italian 4 Oct 87 pp 60-61 





[interview with PCI Inicrnational Relations Comm 
sion chief Giorgio Napolitano by Gianm Corbi in Oslo 
datc not given] 


{Excerpts} [Passage omuiticd] [Cor) f ollowmeg the 
Washington Euromissilcs accord many people have 
commented that in a few months* time Lurope will be 
naked and powerless in the face of a Sovict Union—with 
or without Gorbachev—that enjoys an overwhelming 
superiority in conventional weapons. Even Le Mounide 
has written that “unless the Europeans wake up quickly 
they are in danger of sceming little more than midgcts 
isolated from the two superpowers.” Are these criticisms 
cxaggcrated? 


| Napolitano] it 1s ridiculous, in the presence of an accord 
of such importance, to continuc talking in terms of a 
deterioration of the situation or of a Wesicrn Europe 
more exposed than before to threats trom the East. Even 
Britain's Conservative forcign secretary, Howe, has 
talked about “gross exaggerations” and “ulicr non- 
sense.” For years the objective of dismantling the Sovict 
missiles was described as highly desirabic with a view to 
climinating a factor that tipped the balance in the 
Warsaw Pact's favor, but now that the accord has been 


reached peopic arc sounding the alarm. 


[Corbi] Nevertheicss many experts are urging great cau- 
tion and the signing of the treaty aficr a period of 
reflection to spare Europe a situation of vulnerability 
and imbalance. 


[Napolitano}) The Euromissiles will not be dismanticd im 
. It will take some ycars to fully 


. 


1 note that it was the United 
States that pressed for a more rapid impicmeniation. 
i id that, | too believe is a great and 


Having said 
pressing nced to resume negotiations between the two 
blocs for a real accord on the reduction and balance of 


[Corbi] NATO military official ding individual 
member statcs to increase defc ling * * counicr- 
balance the Warsaw Pact's sup im conventional 


weapons. Some are *~‘king about » percent, some even 7 
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percent a ycar in real terms. Does the PC 1 agree with this 
necd? Do you believe a Durning argument could resume 
within the party on thas subycct? 


me ag wate pa 


also, there has been much talk about the Warsaw Pact's 
superiority im certain kinds of weapons. lloweve:, thes ts 
a field where there are considerabie dificrences of caku- 
lation even within the wesicrna camp and where the 


(Corbi) In Bavaria 20,000 French troops and 50,(KH) 
Germans are taking part in large-scaic maneuvers whosc 
theme is defense against an attack from the East. Accor!- 
ing to some people these joint mancuvers represcnt the 
first step toward a multilateral European military force. 


joint mancuvers have been widely publicized bul a morc 
autonomous and concrete European defense siratcry 








PRC: PEOPLE'S DAILY ON INF AGREEMENT 


INTERMELDIATE-KANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


52004001lc beijing RENNIN RIBAO in Chinese 23 Sep 8&7 p 6 


[“Special Commentary” by Cao Ye (2580 0396) and Li 
Daozhong (2621 6670 1813): “A Mirror of the Present 
U.S.-Soviet Relations—Preliminary Analysis of the Agree- 
ment Reached in Principle Between the United States and 
the Soviet Union on Intermediate-range Missiles” 


(Text] The United States and the Soviet Union have 
recently reached an agreement in principle on the issue 
of intermediate-range missiles. The two sides also 
announced that their heads of government would meet 
in Washington by the end of this year. This is one of the 
year’s major events in U.S.-Soviet relations and is being 
acclaimed by world media. 


The United States and the Soviet Union finally made a 
breakthrough in a single field, namely, the issue of 
intermediate-range missiles, only after many meetings 
and protracted negotiations aimed at concluding an 
agreement on arms control. The two sides have agreed to 
remove their intermediate-range and intermediate to 
short-range missiles from Europe and Asia within 5 
years. They have also worked out a set of corresponding 
procedures to verify the implementation of the agree- 
ment. It can be said that the conclusion of the U.S.- 
Soviet intermediate-range missile agreement has 
reflected to a certain extent the status quo of U.S.-Soviet 
relations. 


Intermediate-range missile warheads account for about 
3% of the total number of warheads in the U.S. and 
Soviet nuclear arsenals. The removal of intermediate- 
range missiles will have little influence on the two sides’ 
military forces. However, as far as the iniermediate- 
range missile agreement is concerned, both sides have 
gained what they had been looking for. Exchanging a 
smaller number of missiles ofits own for a larger number 
of missiles of the Soviet Union, the United States has 
realized the “zero option” that the Reagan administra- 
tion offered to its rival at the very beginning, and thus 
managing to do away with the threat of Soviet interme- 
diate-range missiles against Western Europe. As for the 
Soviet Union, it has exchanged its intermediate-range 
missiles which cannot reach the United States proper for 
the U.S. intermediate-range missiles deployed in West- 


ern Europe to threaten the western part of the Soviet 
Union, thus the threat of U.S. nuclear force against the 
Soviet Union will be reduced. From a political point of 
view, the intermediate-range missile agreement meets 
both sides’ needs and has helped to ease U.S.-Soviet 
relations to a certain extent. 


However, the intermediate-range missile agreement is noth- 
ing but a partial deal in the U.S.-Soviet arms control 
negotiations. It is of limited significance if viewed against 
the goal of all-round nuclear disarmament, and it allows no 
Over-optimistic prediction of the prospects of U.S.-Soviet 
nuclear disarmament. Currently, there are some changes in 
the U.S.-Soviet strategic posture. As compared with the 
Situation in the 1960's and the 1970's, the United States and 
the Soviet Union have now attached more importance to the 
competition in overall national power. At the moment, the 
two sides are maintaining a general balance of military 
power between them. As neither can overwhelm the other, 
both set greater store by the competition in overall national 
power in the next century. Now that the development of 
high technology has made it possible to develop an anti- 
missile defense system, the United States is vigorously 
launching its “Star W2rs” program, and the Soviet Union, 
unwilling to lag behind, is trying very hard to catch up with 
its rival. This development indicates that both the United 
States and the Soviet Union have begun to shift their focus 
from a unitary structure mainly consisting of offensive 
nuclear arms to a complex structure with both offensive and 
defensive functions and, therefore, they can now be less 
dependent upon offensive nuclear weapons. It is under such 
circumstances that the intermediate-range missile agree- 
ment has been concluded. 


The conclusion of the intermediate-range missile agreement 
implies that the two sides have taken a step in curtailing 
nuclear armament. One of the reasons why they have 
managed to reach the agreement is that the quantity of their 
nuclear arms has reached a super-saturated level. In the 
wake of development of high technology, the weapon updat- 
ing cycle has become shorter and shorter. People are attach- 
ing greater importance to the improvement of quality rather 
than quantity. Curtailing of nuclear arms on a larger scale 
would not affect the actual military strength of the two sides 
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but would instead enable them to concentrate their 
resources on compctition in new technology. Despite great 
disparity between the United States and the Soviet Union in 
their stands regarding stratcgic weapons, they have agreed to 
cut their own strategic weapons by 50% . This is evidence of 
their intention. It appears that the U.S.-Sovict negotiations 
on arms control will continue after the conclusion of the 
intermediatc-range missile agreement. 


The conclusion of the intermediate-range missile agree- 
ment also indicates that there is a change in the U.S.- 
Soviet confrontation posture. The confrontation in 
Europe was escalated after the Soviet Union began to 
deploy SS-20 intermediate-range missiles in the mid 
1970's. In this connection, NATO decided to replenish 
its armaments, the Reagan administration, in its initial 
period, pursued a hard line against the Soviet Union, 
and Wesicrn Europe carried out an intermediate-range 
missile counter-deployment plan. In this situation of 
confrontation and repeated negotiations. the Soviet 
Union finally decided to accept the “zero option” to 
simultaneously destroy intermediate-range missiles in 
both Europe and Asia and remove intermediate to 
short-range missiles from the European region. This is an 
important change in the Soviet Union's stand on the 
intermediate-range missile issue in recent years. 


What must not be ignored is that the developing force for 

peace in the world has played a substantial role in pushing 

the U.S.-Soviect intermediate-range missile talks and the 

conclusion of the agreement. In recent years, the people of 
the world have voiced stronger and stronger demands for 
disarmament and development, which superpowers cannot 
defy. East and West European countries’ appeal for detente 
apd stability has also had a positive influence on the Soviet 
Union and the United States. 


There is no doubt that the conclusion of the U.S.-Soviet 
intermediate-range missile agreement will have some 
influence on U.S.-Soviet relations, armament control, 
and the world situation. The detente in U.S.-Soviet 
relations and East-West relations will become a more 
obvious trend. The current development shows that the 
Soviet Union, in the hope of maintaining and pushing 
this trend, will possibly continue to assume the offensive 
on the arms control issue, which may result in some new 
proposals on disarmament. In tesponse to this the 
United States will also have to adopt some countermea- 
sures so that it will not be placed in a passive position. 
Therefore, some slow progress will possibly be made in 
the arms control talks, while economic relations, trade, 
cultural exchange, and personal contacts between the 
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East and the West will develop as well. But rivalry 
between the United States and the Sovict Union will 
continuc in certain aspects. Neither side will lirhtly 
make concessions on issucs concerning the stratcgic 
defense system and the updating of nucicar armaments. 
What is more, as the United States will hold a peucial 
election next year, U.S. diplomacy will be pinned down. 
To be sure, the intermediate-range missile agrecment 
will have positive effects on the relaxation of U.S.-Sovict 
relations. But its influence is limited. By the way, one 
cannot rule out the possibility of new tension between 
the two countries as a result of various factors. At the 
moment, differences of opinion over major principles 
still exist in U.S.-Sovict talks on strategic nuclear arms. 
In addition, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
different “three-in-one™ structures of strategic nuclear 
forces, and these are also related to space weapons. 
Therefore, the complication and difficulty of the talks 
are incomparable to the case of intermediatc-range mis- 
sile talks. It seems impossible that any concrete agicc- 
ment will be reached on the issue concerning these kinds 
of nuclear weapons during Reagan's present term of 
office. After the intermediate-range missiles are removed 
from Europe, NATO will still have more than 4.300 
tactical nuclear weapons on hand, U.S. strategic nucicar 
submarines and 350,000 U.S. troops will still be sta- 
tioned in Europe, while the Soviet Union will continuc 
to maintain its nucicar and conventional forces. 1 here- 
fore, the East-West military confrontation cannot possi- 
bly be reduced all at once. 


In the Asian region, the United States and the Sovict 
Union will at last remove their intermediate-1range mis- 
siles from there according to the same principle. This is 
a gratifying achievement. However, one must also notice 
that both the United States and the Soviet Union are 
unremittingly strengthening their military positions in 
Asia, and there is still a long way to go before those “hot 
spots” in this region are eliminated. 


What is noteworthy is that the conclusion of the inter medi- 
ate- range missile agreement does not mean that the United 
States and the Soviet Union are going to stop their arms race 
on earth and in space. Peace-loving countries and peoples in 
the world still have to press the United States and the Sovict 
Union to undertake special responsibility in disarmament 
with real actions, take the initiative in reducing all types of 
nuclear weapons by a wide margin, stop the space arms race, 
and substantially cut their conventional armaments. The 
development along all these lines will still be a test for their 
sincerity in disarmament. 


53 











| 


XINHUA: 


INTERMEDLAIE.-RANGE NUCLEAR }ORCES 


UN REACTION TO INF ACCORD 


Wu Xueqian Comments 


52004001b beijing XINIUA in English 0146 GMT 25 Scp 87 


[Text] United Nations, September 24 (XINHUA)— 
Most 44 representatives who took the floor at the 42nd 
Session of the United Nations General Assembly in the 
past four days urged the Soviet Union and the United 
States to pursue serious negotiations for the drastic cuts 
in their nuclear and conventional arsenals. 


Speakers welcomed the superpowers’ agreement in prin- 
ciple to scrap all their intermediate- and shoricr-range 
nuclear missiles and shared the hope that was just a first 
step towards comprehensive disarmament. 


Denmark's Foreign Minister Uffe Eliemann-Jenscn, 
speaking for the 12 member states of the Europcan 
Community, expressed the hope that “success in INF 
negotiations will give new impctus to U.S.-Soviet ncgo- 
tiations on other nuclear missiles and space systems.” 


Interviewed on the American ABC television nctwork, 
Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman Gennadiy Gerasi- 
mov said the agreement only covers some three or four 
percent of all their nuclear weapons. 


“They are just peanuts compared with strategic weap- 
ons,” Gerasimov said. 

But even before the two sides signed the INF treaty. U.S. 
President Ronald Reagan hailed in front of whole asscm- 
bly Monday his pet program, the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, dubbed “Star Wars.” 


But many speakers, of today's speakers, particularly 
those from developing countries, reiterated the conclu- 
sion of the U.N.-sponsored international conference on 
disarmament and development, that more weapons do 
not mean more security. 


On the contrary the overkill power of the superpowers’ 
nuclear arsenals constitutes the po threat to human 


survival, the speakers declared 


This understanding was best expressed by the out-going 
president of the General Assembly, foreign minisicr of 
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Bangladesh, Humanyun Rasheed Choudhury. “Acquisi- 
tion of weapons does not enhance security, instcad it 
spurs on the race to conflict,” he said. 


Mexico's Secretary of Foreign Relations Bernardo Se pul- 
veda Amor expressed the positions put forward jointly 
by Argentina, India, Greece. Sweden, Tanzania and 
Mexico. These six nations advocate the “avoidance of 
the militarization of space and the prohibition of atomic 
weapons tests.” 


China, always a strong voice for disarmament at the 
United Nations, called again for complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of all types of nuclear. space, 
chemical and biological weapons and any other weapons 
of mass destruction. 


China's Foreign Minister Wu Xuegian told the asscmbly 
yesterday the U.S. and Soviets should “take the Icad in | 
drastically reducing their nuclear and conventional | 
armaments”. 


More than one hundred speakers will address the asscm- 
bly before general debate ends October 9. 


‘Round-up’ on U.S., USSR Positions 
OW251659 Beijing XINHUA in English 1519 GMT 
25 Sep 87 


{“Round-up: U.S.-Soviet Rivalry Continues Despite 
Progress in Arms Talks (by Qian Wenrong)"—XINHUA 
headline] 


[Text] United Nations, September 24 (XINHUA)— 
Speeches by U.S. and Soviet leaders at the current U.N. 
General Assembly session indicate that the superpowcr 
rivalry still remains despite the progress in eliminating 
medium and shorter range missiles. 


The United States and the Soviet Union scored a break- 
through in their decades-long arms debate when they 
reached a tentative agreement in principle last week to 
wipe out intermediate range missiles. 


U.S. President Ronald Reagan, addressing the assembly 
on Monday, hailed the agreement as “a truly historic 
treaty.” Soviet Foreign Minister Eduard Shevardnadzc. 
told the delegates on Wednesday that “for the first time 
in history the idea of nuclear disarmament is close to the 
beginning of its fulfillment.” 


Both leaders also promised the dclegatcs that the United 
States and the Soviet Union will continue discussing a 
possible 50 percent cut in their strategic nuclear arscnals. 


Despite the buoyant atmosphere inspired by those 
speeches, delegates from many countrics expresscd 
doubt that either the United States or the Sovict Union 
will give up their arms race and global rivalry. 


President Reagan in his speech attributed the US.- 
Soviet intermediate-range nuclear accord to his “Stratc-, 
gic Defense Initiative” (SDI), a space-based missilc 
shield commonly known as the “Star Wars” program. - 


“SDI has greatly enhanced the prospects for real arms 
reduction. It is a crucial part of our efforts to ensure a 
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safer world and a more stable strategic balance,” Rearan 
said. 


Shevardnadze, who remained expressionicss whilc other 
delegates applauded at the end of Reagan's specch. 
reaffirmed in his own address that there would be no 
further progress in Soviet-U.S. arms control talks if the 
United States proceeds with its “Star Wars” program. 


For the past few years, the “Star Wars” project has stood 
in the way of any genuine progress in strategic nuclcar 
arms talks between the superpowers. The Soviets havc 
insisted that the talks could go nowhere unless the 
Reagan administration stalls us SDI program. The 
Soviet position, in turn, has been firmly rejected by the 
White House. 

At the U.N. forum, the Soviet forcign minister repcatcd 
the call for the United States to abide by the 1972 
Antiballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, which banned the 
superpowers from developing space-based as well as 
land-based, sea-borne and air-borne mobile ABM s\s- 
tems. 


Despite their high rhetoric, the two superpowers have 
never slowed down their efforts to devclop new sophis- 
ticated weapons in recent years. Kremlin officials 
announced in August that they had started deploying the 
new SS-24 intercontinental ballistic missiles, each capa- 
ble of carrying 10 warheads. Washington also has 
approved a test program for the first echelon of the ABM 
system, including interceptor missiles. 

The two leaders’ speeches also demonstratcd that the 
United States and the Soviet Union have stepped up 
their scramble for control in strategic regions around the 
world, particularly in the Gulf region. 

In his speech, Shevardnadze urged the United Statics to 
remove its war fleet from the Gulf, warning that the 
greater the military presence, the higher the probability 
of yet another conflict. 


President Reagan, rejecting the withdrawal of U.S. mil- 
itary forces from the region, said that “for 40 years the 
United States has made clear its vital interest in the 
security of the Persian Gulf" and committed itself “to 
prevent the domination of the region by any hostile 


Asked why the Soviet Union also sent warships to the 
Gulf region, Soviet Foreign Ministry spokesman Genna- 
diy Gerasimov said here yesterday that the Gulf region is 
very important to the “security” of the Soviet Union 
because of its nearness to Soviet territory. 


Gerasimov gave no indication that the Sovict ficct. 
which he described ai the press conference as “very 
small,” will be withdrawn from the Gulf region. 


Most delegates who took the floor in the last four days 
expressed hope that the two superpowers, after reaching 
an agreement on intermediate nuclear forces (INF), 
would go further with earnest disarmament talks in other 
areas and guarantee that any agreements they do rcach 
are implemented. 


They also urged the two superpowers to stop their rivalry 
either for global or regional domination. 
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INTERNEDIAIE-RANGE NUCLEAR PORCES 


PRC PREMIER ‘WELCOMES' INF ACCORD 
520040la Beijing XINHUA Domestic Service in Chinese 0822 (IIr 28 Sep & 


[Excerpts] beijing, 28 Sep (XINIIUA)--Premier of the State Council] Zhao Zivany 
granted an interview to Tom Brokaw, a journalist from NBC of the U.5., at , 


Zhongnanhai on 25 September. Following is the gist of Zhao Ziyang's replies 
to the journalist's questions: 


Brokaw: It seems that Washington and Moscow arc 
ready to enter into a new warmer era of relations. Do you 
worry about such a prospect? 


Zhao: China welcomes the intermediatc-range guided 
missile agreement reached in principle between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. We hope they will 
improve their relations. Better relations and jess con- 
frontation between the two will contribute to relaxation 
of international tension and world peacc. It cannot be a 
source of worry to us. 


19274 
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INTERMEDIATE-RANGE NUCLEAR FORCES 


BRIEFS 


BELGIUM'S MARTENS ON MISSILE DEPLOYMENT, TREATY--In Brussels, Prime Minister 
Wilfried Martens said following a Cabinet meeting that Beligum would not de- 
ploy 32 extra Euromissiles at the end of the year if the treaty on the 
elimination of medium-range missiles was signed. On the other hand, we will 
have to have talks with our NATO partners to know if the 16 other cruise mis- 
siles stationed at the Florennes base for 2 years have to be dismantled, the 
prime minister said. [Text] [520024lla Brussels Domestic Service in French 
1500 GMT 18 Sep 87] /9274 


DUTCH PRIME MINISTER ON CRUISE MISSILE DEPLOYMENT-—-Netherlands Prime Minister 
Ruud Lubbers has said that the chances of U.S.-made nuclear weapons being 
stationed at Woensdrecht airbase in the south of the Netherlands are now mini- 
mal, The highly controversial cruise missiles are due to be deployed late next 
year. However, it's expected that before that time an accord will be in effect 
between the United States and the Soviet Union on the removal of all U.S. and 
Soviet medium- and short-range missiles. [Excerpt] [52002411b Hilversum 
International Service in English 1431 GMT 19 Sep 87] /9274 
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CHEMLCAL, BLOLOGICAL WEAPONS 


USSR: U.S. DECIDES TO ALLOW CW DUMP INSPECTION 
LDO040556 Moscow TASS International Service in Russian 0500 GMT 4 Nov 87 


[Text] Washington, 4 November (TASS}—The United 
States has decided to open up onc of its closed military 
installations where chemical munitions are stored and 
admit representatives from the Soviet Union into it to 
see U.S. technology for destroying chemical weapons. 
This was announced here on Tucsday by the Aims 
Control and Disarmament Agency. A dcicgation of 
experts and diplomats from the Sovict Union will visit 
the installation at Tooele (Utah) this month to sce 
technology adopted in the United Statcs for destroying 
chemical weapons, UPI reports. The Soviet Union was 
first io carry out such an act, having invited delegations 
from 45 countries and Soviet and forcign journalists to a 
closed military installation at Shikhany at the beginning 
of October. They were shown standard models of chem- 
ical munitions which the USSR armed forces have at 
their disposal, as well as Soviet technology for destroying 
chemical weapons safely. 


/8309 
cso: 52001011 
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NUCLEAR TESTING/FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


SOVIET JOURNAL VIEWS TREATY OF TLATELOLCO ON 20TH ANNIVERSARY 
Moscow LATINSKAYA AMERIKA in Russian No 5, May 87 pp 37-40 
{Article by V.L. Orlov: "Steps Toward a Nonnuclear World] 


[Text] The year 1987 marked 20 years from the day the Tlatelolco Treaty was 
signed. The struggle to create a nonnuclear zone on the continent developed 
in the early 1960's. In March 1962 the Mexican Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Manuel Telio spoke at the Committee of 18 States on Disarmament and stated 
tnat before a general treaty was signed “deatomization could, can, and must be 
carried out on the basis of voluntary decisions of states" and that his 
government had "decided not to have and not to allow any types of nuclear 
weapons or any means which could be used to deliver such weapons on their 
national territory." 


The initiative of the President of Mexico A. Lopez Mateos became an important 
milestone of “deatomization"; on 21 March 1963 he sent letters to the 
presidents of Brazil, Chile, Bolivia, and Equador and proposed that they make 
a joint statement on turning the continent into a nonnuclear zone. As a 
result on 29 April 1963 the presidents of these countries published the joint 
Declaration to Proclaim Latin America a Zone Free from Nuclear Weapons. The 
document expressed the proposal to conclude a multilateral agreement by which 
the continent's countries “would obligate themselves not to produce, nor 
obtain, nor store, nor test nuclear weapons or means cf delivering them" and 
emphasized that "the conclusion of a regional Latin American agreement may 
encourage the adoption of a treaty agreement on a worldwide scale." 


At the Eighth Session of the UN General Assembly Bolivia, Brazil, Haiti, Costa 
Rica, Mexico, Panama, El Salvador, Uruguay, Chile, and Equador introduced a 
draft of a resolution which brought to attention the declaration of the five 
presidents to declare Latin America a nonnuclear zone and contained the desire 
that the region's states begin to study measures to achieve the goals of this 
@eclaration. On 27 November 19603 the draft of this resolution was adopted by 
the UN General Assembly. 


In 1965-1967 a preparatory commission to develop the multilateral agreement 
worked in Mexico under the leadership of the prominent Mexican jurist Alfonso 
Garcia Robles. This commission's activity ended with the signing on 
14 February 1967 at the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs by 14 Latin 
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American countries of the Treaty to Prohibit Nuclear Weapons in Latin 
America, better known as the Tlatelolco Treaty (named after the region in 
Mexico City where the MFA [Ministry of Foreign Affairs) building is located). 
And on 25 April 1969 after its ratification by the lith state--Barbados--the 
treaty went into effect. In September of that same year the Agency to 
Prohibit Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL) began to function; it was a 
special organization created to monitor the fulfillment of the treaty 
obligations. 


In recent years an absolute majority of the continent's states have joined the 
agreement. However, 22 states are full participants in it: Mexico, El 
Salvador, the Dominican Republic, Uruguay, Honduras, Nicaragua, Equador, 
Bolivia, Peru, Paraguay, Barbados, Haiti, Jamaica, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
Venezuela, Panama, Colombia, Grenada, Trinidad and Tobago, Surinam, and the 
Bahamas. The point is that in order to join the treaty, in addition to 
Signing and ratifying it, a special declaration to put the treaty into effect 
is also supposed to be adopted. But certain states (including Argentina, 
Brazil, and Chile) disagree with certain provisions of it and signed and 
ratified the agreement but did not adopt declarations to put it into effect 
and thereby did not put the treaty into operation. 


Cuba is also not a participant in the treaty. In principle supporting the 
idea of nonnuclear zones, it justified its refusal to participate dy saying 
that the United States does not offer reliable guarantees that it will not 
deploy nuclear weapons in the region, including at Guantanamo Base located on 
Cuba's territory. 


The main goal of this international legal document is to prohibit nuclear 
weapons in any form on the territory of all of Latin America. The regions’ 
States are obliged to use nuclear energy and nuclear materials and equipment 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. Two additional protocols are supposed to 
guarantee the continent's nonnuclear status. Protocol 1 charges the 
obligation of observing the treaty's provisions on countries which de jure or 
de facto possess territories in the zone to which the treaty's effect extends, 
that is, the United States, Great Britain, France, and the Netherlands. But 
Protocol 2 envisions the nuclear powers assuming obligations to respect the 
status of the nonnuclear zone in regard to the treaty participants. 


At the same time the text of the agreement has certain formulas which lessen 
the significance of the regime of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons which it 
proclaims. First, there are no precise provisions to prohibit the transport 
(transit) of nuclear weapons across the territory of the participating states 
by third countries. Therefore the situation arises where the very principle 
of "deatomization" is violated. The United States maintaining its right to 
deploy nuclear weapons at the base on Guantanamo, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands and to transport them across the Panama Canal undermines the 
nonnuclear status of the zone. 


Secondly, the treaty recognizes the right for the participating states to 
explode nuclear devices for peaceful purposes--including explosions which 
presuppose using mechanisms similar to those used in nuclear weapons 
(Article 18), which contradicts the Treaty on Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
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Weapons which most of the countries of the world signed, including many 
countries in the region. 


Finally, it is not clear whether the obligations of the countries which signed 
the treaty operate outside the "zone of application" or if they can 
participate in tests of nuclear weapons outside this zone as well as obtain 
nuclear weapons with the condition of keeping them outside the zone. 


Despite certain shortcomings, the Tlatelolco Treaty substantially strengthens 
the regime of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. Its ideas have a great 
deal of influence on gany countries which are trying to safeguard themselves 
against the nuclear threat. Thus, on 6 August 1985 13 countries which are 
members of the South Pacific Forum signed the Treaty on the Nonnuclear Zone in 
the Southern Party of the Pacific Ocean. In the east its borders touch the 
Latin American nonnuclear zone and in the south--the region of effect of the 
Antartica Treaty, by which this region was essentially turned into a 
nonnuclear zone. As a result an enormous, practically unified territory of 
the Earth is being formed which is free of nuclear weapons. In this way the 
real prerequisites for the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons practically 
throughout the Southern Hemisphere have taken shape. 


Brazil's proposal to turn South America into a nonnuclear zone was 4 major 
step on the way to this. Speaking in September 1986 at the Organization of 
American States headquarters, President J. Sarney said: "Brazil's initiative 
4s focused on turning the region in the southern part of the Atlantic Ocean 
from the shores of Africa to Latin America into a region of peace and 
cooperation among coastal states." The formation of this zone can be achieved 
as an addendum to the Tlatelolco Treaty.! 


The goal of this important initiative, in the words of the Brazilian leader, 
is to protect the region from tension and the arms race, which is necessary 
for the countries of Latin America and Africa to successfully resolve the 
complex economic problems facing them, exploit the mineral wealth of the 
Atlantic Ocean, create the corresponding climate of trust, and, ultimately, to 
consolidate universal peace. It is therefore natural that this proposal 
received the broad support of a number of Latin American and African states 
located along the Atlantic coast and was the basis of the document introduced 
for review of the 4ist Session of the UN General Assembly by 11 states of the 
2 continents. On 27 October 1986 the resolution declaring the South Atlantic 
a zone of peace and cooperation was adopted by an overwhelming majority of 
votes (124 votes for, 8 votes abstaining, and 1 vote [the United States] 
against). The resolution contains an appeal to all states to rigorously 
observe the region's status by reducing and ultimately eliminating the 
military presence and not deploying nuclear and other types of mass 
destruction weapons and points out the need to cooperate in eliminating the 
centers of tension in this region, to respect the sovereignty, political 
"independence, and territorial integrity of the states located in it, and to 
abstain from the threat of force or its use. 


The situation in which the Brazilian proposal appeared is in many respects 
Similar to the one in which the Tlatelolco Treaty was worked out. In the same 
way that the Caribbean crisis provided the impetus for creating a nonnuclear 
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zone in Latin America, the armed conflict between Great Britain and Argentina 
was the direct cause and catalyst of the emergence of the idea of creating a 
zone of peace and cooperation in the South Atlantic. And that is very 
Significant. Obviously, the region's countries are trying to counter local 
conflicts which in present conditions are fraught with the danger of 
developing into a war using nuclear weapons with a system of security which 
would guarantee preserving the condition of peace in this region, and hence, 
would help consolidate peace on Earth as a whole. While in the first pustwar 
years it was believed that questions of nuclear disarmament were the sphere of 
activity of the great powers, above all the USSR and the United States, a 
number of foreign policy documents--from the Tlatelolco Treaty to the 
formation of the "Delhi Six" and Brazil's proposal to create a nonnuclear zone 
in the South Atlantic--are evidence of the essential change in the position of 
the continent's states on this fundamental problem of modern times. 


It is therefore natural that the Latin American countries' struggle for a 
nonnuclear world causes dissatisfaction in Washington. By trying to thwart 
these peace-loving efforts, the United States directly pits itself against the 
international community. The American representative in the UN voted against 
Brazil's proposal, justifying it by saying that "the text of the resolution 
‘may affect" the sea lanes and restrict the principle of free navigation." 
However, the whole point is that the proposal to rid the South Atlantic of 
nuclear arms contradicts U.S. policy to build up the military potential in 
this region. As Ch. Redman, the State Department representative, said, "the 
growing number of proposals on regional nonnuclear zones might potentially 
undermine the policy of deterrence which has been the cornerstone of the 
West's security since World War II times.* Thus the Reagan administration 
expressed a negative attitude toward the antinuclear sentiments which have 
enveloped the developing countries. 


At the same time these sentiments are encountering active support on the part 
of the Soviet Union. A consistent supporter of creating nonnuclear zones in 
various regions of the world, the USSR sees in this an important means of 
struggle to end the arms race and strengthen the regime of nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons. The USSR supports the Tlatelolco Treaty, advocating that the 
zone's status be fully observed. The desire to prevent the militarization of 
the South Atlantic and turn it into a one of peace and cooperation was highly 
praised. In December 1986 the Soviet representative signed protocols to the 
Rapotonga Treaty on strict observance of the status of the southern part of 
the Pacific Ocean. 


FOOTNOTES 
1. PRAVDA, 14 September 1986. 
2. PRAVDA, 7 February 1987. 
COPYRIGHT: Izdatelstvo "Nauka", "Latinskaya Amerika", 1987 
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NUCLEAR TESTING, FREE ZONE PROPOSALS 


SOVIET COMMENTATOR ON NORTH EUROPE NUCLEAR-FREE ZONE 


LD152200 Moscow Domestic Service in Russian 1900 GMT 14 Oct 87 


[Text] [Announcer] The Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries arc continuing their peace campaign, doing 
everything they can to free mankind from the threat of 
nuclear catastrophe. Nuciear-free zones im various 


regions of our planct play an important part in the broad 


pointed out by Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev in his 
recent specch in Murmansk. 


Very often in the letters arriving at our editorial office, 


Bogachev to tell us about this. Over to you. 


[Bogachev} In 1963, Finnish President Urho Kekkonen 
proposed that a nuclear weapons-free zone be created in 


idea. Finland's initiative was welcomed by the world 
public. Disarmament experts stressed that creation of 
such a zone in northern Europe would lessen 

of a nuclear war for the 23 million people living in 
Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and Finland. It would help 
improve the overall climate of international relations. 


The Soviet Union expressed its readiness to act as a 
guarantor of a nuclear-free zone in that region and to 


take a serics of measures on its own territory to consol- 
idate the its status as a nuclear-free zone. In particular, 


and Baltic military districts. Many Soviet — 
were withdrawn from these 


weapons against those states in northern Europe that 


agreement on nuclear-free zones. 


[Announcer] Viadimir Ivanovich, please tell us where 
nuclear-free zones exist in the world. 
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[Bogachcv] Twenty years ago, a treaty was signed! in the 
Mexican capital banning nucicar weapons in | atin 
America. It is known as the Tlatclolico Treaty. The treaty 
imposes on its signatorics the obligation to ban produc- 
tion, deployment, or testing of nuclear weapons on their 
territory. 


Although the United States, along with all the other 
nuclear powers, signed the protocol obliging them to 
respect the status of that nuclear-free zone, Washington 
is undermining the spirit of the treaty. The United States 


On 6 August 1985, at a meeting of the South lacific 
Forum on the Island of Roratonga, a treaty was 
approved making the southern part of the Pacilic a 
nuclear-free zone. The countries part were Aus- 
tralia, Western Samoa, Kiribati, the Cook Islands, Niue, 


that threat and thereby pledged themscives to respect the 
zone’s nuclear-free status. The United States, Britain, 
and France, however, refused to sign the treaty. They 
said such an agreement might undermine their nucicar 


[Announcer] Where cise could nucicar-free zoncs be set 
up in the near future? 


[Bogachev} The socialist community welcomed Swe- 
den's initiative to establish in Europe a corridor fice of 


Balkans. The question of the nuclear-free status of north- 
ern Europe is being discussed sernously. 








other NATO countries taking regarding the proposal to 
turn northern Europe into a nuciear -free zone? 


|Bogachev} The United States is categorically opposed to 


a nuclear-free zone in northern Europe. Washington is 
trying to force Denmark and Norway to reverse their 
_’ 


cruise missiles will cross Danish, Norwegian, Swedish, 


and Finnish territories. 
The U.S. Administration also opposes a nuclear-free 
zone in northern because its creation might 


aims of the Soviet peace 


/8309 
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GORBACHEV ARTICLE ON "‘SECU"E WORLD' 


RELATE TS SPES 


52001647 Hose. w PRAVDA in Russian 17 Sep 87 Second Edition pp 1-2 


[Article by M.S. Gorbachev, CPSU Central Committee 
general secretary, headlined: “The Reality and Guaran- 
tees of a Secure World”; passages in boldface as pub- 
lished] 


The 42d session of the UN General Assembiy opened a 
few days ago. It is this fact that suggested the idca of this 
article. Objective processes are making our complex and 
diverse world increasingly interelated and interdepen- 
dent. It increasingly needs a mechanism which is capable 
of discussing its common problems in a responsible 
fashion and at a representative level and being a place for 
the mutual search for a balance of differing, contradic- 
tory, yet real, interests of the contemporary community 
of states and nations. The United Nations organization 
is called upon to be such a mechanism by its underlying 
idea and its origin. We are confident that it is capable of 
fulfilling that role. This is why in the first autumn days, 
when the period of holidays is over and the international 
political life is rapidly gathering momentum, when an 
opportunity for important decisions in the disarmament 
ficld can be discerned, we, in the Soviet leadership, 
deemed it useful to share our ideas on the basic issues of 
world politics at the end of the 20th century. It seems all 
the more appropriate since the current session of the UN 
General Assembly is devoted to major aspects of such 
politics. 


It is natural that what we would like to do first of all in 
this connection is to try and see for ourselves what the 
idea of the establishment of a comprehensive system of 
international security—the idea advanced at the 27th 
CPSU Congress—looks like now that 1.5 years have 
passed since the congress. This idea he won backing 
from many states. Our friends—the socialist countries 
and members of the Nonaliged Movement—are our 
. active co-authors. 


The article offered to you deals primarily with our 
approach to the formation of such a system. At the same 
time it is an invitation for the United Nations member- 
countries and the world public to exchange views. I. 


The last quarter of the 20th century has been marked by 
changes in the material aspect of being—changes revo- 
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lutionary in their content and significance. For the first 
time in its history mankind became capable of resolving 
many problems that were hindcring its progress over 
centuries. From the standpoint of the existing and newly- 
created resources and tcchnologics there are no impedi- 
ments to feeding the population of many billion. from 
giving it education, providing it with housing and kecp- 
ing it healthy. Given obvious differences and potential- 
ities of some or other peoples and countrics, there has 
taken shape a prospect for ensuring befitting conditions 
of life for the inhabitants of the carth 


At the same time dangers have emerged which put inte 
question the very immortality of the human tace = This ts 
why new rules of cocxistence on our unique planct are 
badly necded and they should conform to the new 
requirements and the changed conditions. 


Alas, many influential forces continue adhering to ont- 
dated conceptions concerning ways for ensuring national 
security. As a result the world is in an absurd sttuation 
whereby persistent efforts are being made to convince it 
that the road to an abyss is the most correct onc. 


It would be difficult to appraise in any other way the 
point of view that nuclear weapons alicgedly mabe it 
possible to avert a world war. It is not simple to refiite it 
precisely because it is totally unfounded. For onc has to 
dispute something which is being passed off as an 
axiom—since no world war has broken out aftcr the 
emergence of nuclear weapons, hence, it is these wcap- 
ons which have averted it. It seems that it ts more cornecct 
to say that a world war has been avericd despite the 
existcice of nuclear weapons. 


Some time back the sides had several scores of atomic 
bombs apiece, then cach came to possess a hundred of 
nuclear missiles, and finally, the arsenals grew to include 
several thousands of nuclear warheads. Not so long ago 
Soviet and American scicntists specially studicd the 
issue of the relationship between the stratcgic stability 
and the size of the nucicar arsenals. They arrived at the 
unanimous conclusion that 95 percent of all nucteay 
arms of the United States and the USSR can be elim 
nated without stability being disrupted. This is a killing 





argument against the “nuclear deterrence” strategy that 
gives birth to a mad logic. We believe that the 5 percent 
should not be retained either. Then the stability will be 
qualitatively different. , 


Not laying claims to instructing anyone and having come 
to realize that mere statements about the dangerous 
Situation in the world are unproductive, we began seek- 
ing an answer to the question if it was possible to have a 
model for ensuring national security which would not be 
fraught with the threat of a world-wide catastrophe. 


Such an approach was in the mainstream of the concep- 
tions that had taken shape during the process of evolving 
the new political thinking permeated with a realistic 
view of what is surrounding us and what is happening 
round. of ourselves—the view characterized by an 
unbiassed attitude to others and the awareness of our 
own responsibility and security. 


The new thinking is the bridging of the gap between the 
word and the deed, and we embarked on practical deeds. 
Being confident that nuclear weapons are the greatest 
evil and the most horrible threat we announced a unilat- 
cral moratorium on nucicar tests which we observed, ict 
mic put it straight, longer than we could have donc ... 
Then came the 15 January 1986 statement putting forth 
a concrete program for a stage-by-siage elimination of 
nuclear weapons. At the meeting with President Reagan 
in Reykjavik we came close to the realization of the 
desirability and possibility of complete nuclear disarma- 
ment. Then we made steps which made it easicr to 
approach an agreement on the elimination of two classes 
of nuclear arms—medium- and shorter-range missiles. 


We believe that it is possible and realistic. In this 
connection | would like to note that the Government of 
the FRG assumed the stand which ts conducive to it to a 
certain extent. The Sovict Union is procecding from the 
premise that a relevant treaty could be worked out before 
the end of the current year. Much has been said about its 
potential advantages. I will not repeat them. I would only 
like to note that it would deal a tangible blow at concepts 
of limited use of nuclear weapons and the so-called 
“controllable escalation” of a nucicar conflict. There are 
no illusory intermediate options. The situation its becom- 
ing more stable. 


This treaty on medium- and shorter-range missiles 
would be a fine prelude to a breakthrough at the talks on 
laige-scale—5S0 percent—reductions in strategic offen- 
sive arms in conditions of the strict observance of the 
ABM Treaty. I believe that, given the mutual! striving, an 
accord on that matter could become a reality as early as 
in the first half of the next year. 


While thinking of advancing toward a nuclear weapon- 
free world it is essential to see to it even now that security 
be cnsurcd in the process of disarmament, at cach of its 
stages, and to think not only about that, but also to agree 
on mechanisms for maintaining peace at drastically 
reduced levels of non-nuclear armaments. 


All these questions were included into proposals set forth 
jointly by the USSR and other socialist countrics at the 
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United Nations—the proposals for the cstablishment of 
a comprehensive system of international peace and secu- 
rity. 


What should it be like. as we sce it? 


The security plan propesed by us provides, above all. for 
continuity and concord with the existing institutions for 
the maintenance of peace. The system could function on 
the basis of the UN Charter and within the framework of 
the United Nations. In our vicw, its ability to function 
will be ensured by the strict observance of the chattct's 
demands, additional unilateral obligations of states as 
well as confidence measures and international coopera- 
tion in all spheres—politico-military, cconomic. ccolog- 
ical, humanitarian and others. 


I do not venture to forctell how the system of all- 
embracing security would appcar in its final form. It is 
only clear that it could become a reality only if all means 
of mass annihilation were destroyed. We propose that all 
this be pondered by an independent commission of 
experts and specialists which would submit its conclu- 
sions to the United Nations Organization. 


Personally, | have no doubt about the capalulity of 
sovercign statcs to assume obligations in the fick of 
international security right now. Many states arc alicacly 
doing this. As is known, the Sovict Union and the PRO 
have stated that they will not be the first to use nuclear 
arms. The Sovict-American agreements on nuclear 
armaments are another example. They contain a con- 
scious choice of restraint and sclf-limitation im the most 
sensitive sphere of relations between the USSR and the 
United States. Or take the Nuclear Nonproliferation 
Treaty. What is it? It is a unique example of a hiph sense 
of responsibility of states. 


In the present-day reality there already exists “bricks” 
from which one can start building the future system of 
security. 


The sphere of the reasonable, responsible and rational 
Organisation of international allairs is expanding belore 
our very cyes, though admiticdly timidly. Previeusly 
unknown standards of openness, glasnest, of the scope 
and depth of mutual monitoring and verlication of 
compliance with adopted obligations are being estab- 
lished. A U.S. inspection team visits an arca where 
exercises of Sovict troops are held, a group of ULS. 
Congressmen already inspects the Krasnoyarsk radar 
station, U.S. scicntists install and adjust their instru- 
ments in the arca of the Sovict nuclear testing range. 
Sovict and American observers are present at cach 
other's military exercises. Annual plans of military activ- 
ity are published in accordance with accords within the 
framework of the Helsinki process. 


I do not know of weighticr and more tnpressive argue 
ment in support of the fact that the situation is changing 
than the stated readiness of a nuclear power voluntarily 
to renounce nucicar weapons. References to a striving to 
replace them with conventional armaments in which 
there supposedly exists a imbalance between NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact in the jatier’s favor are unjustified. If 











an imbalance, disproportions cxist, Ict us remove them. 
We do not tire saying this all the time and we have 
proposed concrete ways of solving this problem. 


In all these issucs the Sovict Union is a pioncer and 
shows that its words are matched by its deeds. 


The question of the comparability of defence spending? 
Here we will have to put in more work. | think that given 
proper cifort already within the next 2 or 3 years we will 
be able to compare the figures that are of interest to us 
and our partners and which would symmetrically reflect 
the expenditures of the sides. 


The Sovict-American talks on nuclear and space arms, 
the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
which 1s close to being concluded will intensify, I am 
strc, the advance to detente and disarmament. 


An acco on “delense strategy” and “military sulficien- 
cv” could impart a powerful impulse in this direction. 
These notions presuppose such a structure of the armed 
forces of a state that they would be sufficicnt to repulse 
a possible agercssion but would not be sufficient for the 
conduct of offensive actions. The first step to this could 


be a controlled withdrawal of nuclear and other offensive 
weapons from the borders with a subsequent creation 
along borders of strips of reduced [razrezhennykh] arma- 
ments and demilitarized zones between potential, let us 
put it this way, adversaries; while in principle we should 
work for the dissolution of military blocs and the liqui- 
dation of bases on foreign territories and the return 
home of all troops stationed abroad. 


The question of a possible mechanism to prevent the 
outbreak of a nuclear conflict is more complex. Here |! 
approach the most sensitive point of the idea of all- 
embracing security: much will have to be additionally 
thought out, rethinked [as published] and worked out. In 
any case, the international community should work out 
agreed-upon measures for the event of a violation of the 
all-embracing agreement on the non-use and elimination 
of nuclear arms or an attempt to violate this agreement. 
As to potential nuclear piracy, it appears possible nad 
necessary to consider in advance and prepare collective 
measures to prevent it. 


If the system is sufficiently effective then the more so it 
will provide effective guarantees of averting and curbing 
a non-nuclear aggression. 


The system proposed by us precisely presupposes a 
definiteness of measures which would enable the United 
Nations Organization, the main universal security body, 
to ensure its maintenance at a level of reliability. II. 


° The division of the world’s countries into those possess- 
ing nuclear weapons and those not possessing them has 
split also the very concept of security. But for human life 
security is indivisible. In this sense it is not only a 
political, military, juridical but also a moral category. 
Contentions that there has been no war for already half 
a century do not withstand any test on the touchstone of 
ethics. How come there is no war? There are dozens of 
regional wars flaring in the world. 
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It is immoral to treat this as something second rate. | hie 
matter, however, is not only in the impermissible nuctear 
haughtiness. The climination of nucicar weapons would 
also be a major step toward a genuine democratization of 
relations between statcs. their cquality and equal icspon- 
sibility. 

Unconditional observance of the UN Charter and the 
right of peoples sovercignly to choose the roads and 
forms of their development, revolutionary or cvolution- 
ary, is an imperative condition of universal security. 
This applies also to the right to social status quo. This, 
too, is exclusively an internal matter. Any attcmpts, 
direct or indirect, to influcnce the development of “not 
one of our own” countrics, to interfere in this develop- 
ment should be ruled out. Just as impermissible arc 
attempts to destabilize cxisting governments from out- 


At the same time the world community cannot stay away 
from inter-state conflicts. Here it could be possibic to 
begin by fulfilling the proposal made by the UN sccre- 
lary general to set up under the UN Organization a 
multilateral center for Iesscning the danger of war. F-vi- 
dently, it would be feasible to consider the expediency ol 
setting up a direct communication line betwecn the U!N 
headquarters and the capitals of the countries that arc 
permanent members of the Security Council and the 
location of the chairman of the Nonaligned Movement. 


It appears to us that with the aim of strengthening trust 
and mutual understanding it could be possible to sct up 
under the aegis of the UN Organization a mechanism for 
extensive international verification of compliance with 
agreements to lessen international tension, limit arma- 
menis and for monitoring the military situation in con- 
flict areas. The mechanism would function using various 
forms and methods of monitoring to collect information 
and promptly submit it to the United Nations. This 
would make it possible to have an objective picture of 
the events taking place, to timely detect preparations for 
hostilities, impede a sneak attack, take measures to avert 
an armed conflict, prevent it from expanding and 
becoming worse. 


We are arriving at the conclusion that wider use should 
be made of the institutc of UN military observers and 
UN peace-keeping forces in disengaging the troops of 
warring sides, observing ceasefire and armistice aprce- 
ments. 


Of course at all stages of a conflict extensive use should 
be made of all means of a peaceful settlement of dispnics 
and differences between states and one should offer 
one’s good offices, one’s mediation with the aim of 
achieving an armistice. The ideas and initiatives con- 
cerning nongovernmental commissions and groups 
which would analyze the causes, circumstances and 
methods of resolving various concrete conflict situations 
appear to be fruitful. 


The Security Council permanent members could become 
guarantors of regional security. They could, on their part, 
assume the obligation not to sue force or the thicat of 
force, to renounce demonstrative military presence. This 





is so because such a practice is one of the factors of 
fanning up regional conflicts. 


A drastic intensification and expansion of the coopera- 
tion of states in uprooting international terrorism is 
extremely important. It would be expedient to concen- 
trate this cooperation within the framework of the 
United Nations Organization. In our opinion, it would 
be useful to create under its aegis a tribunal and inves- 
tigate acts of international terrorism. 


More coordination in the struggle against apartheid as a 
destabilizing factor of international magnitude would 
also be justified. 


As we sce it, all the above-stated measures could be 
organically built into an all-embracing system of peace 
and security. Ill. [Roman three] 


The events and tendencies of the past decades have 
expanded this concept, imparting new features and spec- 
ificities to it. One of them is the problem of economic 
security. A world in which a whole continent can find 
itself on the brink of death from starvation and in which 
huge masses of people are suffering from almost perma- 
nent malnutrition is not a safe world. Neither is a world 
safe in which a multitude of countrics and peoples arc 
stifling in « noose of debt. 


The economic interests of individual countrics or their 
groups are indeed so different and contradictory that 
consensus with regard to the concept of the new world 
cconomic order seems to be hard to achieve. We do 
hope, however, that the instinct of self-preservation 
should snap into action here as well. It is sure to manifest 
itself if it becomes possible to look into the chain of 
prioritics and see that there are circumstances, menacing 
in their inevitability, and that it is high time that the 
inert political mentality inherited from the past views of 
the outside world be abandoned. This world has ccased 
to be a sphere which the big and strong divided into 
domains and zoncs of “vital interests.” ' 


The impctatives of the times compel us to clevate many 
common sense notions to the level of policy. It is not 
philanthropy which prompted our proposal to agrce on 
the reduction of interest payments under bank credits 
and the claboration of extra benefits for the least devel- 
oped nations. This holds benefit for all, namely a secure 
future. If the debt burden of the developing world is 
alleviated, the chances for such a future will grow. It is 
also possible to limit debt payments by each developing 
country to the share of its annual export earnings with- 
out detriment to development, accept export commodi- 
tics In payment for the debt, remove protectionist barri- 
ers on the borders of creditor-nations and stop adding 
extra interest when deferring payments under debts. 


There may be different attitudes to these proposals. 
There is no doubt, however, that the majority of inter- 
national community members realize the need for imme- 
diate actions to alleviate the developing world’s debt 
burden. If that is so, it is possible to start working out the 
programine through concerted effort. 
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These words “though concerted effort” are very mmpor- 
tant for today’s world. The relationship between disar- 
mament and development, confirmed at the recent tntet- 
national conference in New York, can be implemented if 
none of the strong and tich keep themselves aloof. | 
already expressed the view that Security Council mem- 
ber states. represented by their top officials, could jointly 
discuss this problem and work out a coordinated 
approach. | confirm this proposal. 


Ecological security. Ht is dangerous in the direct mevwning 
of the word when currents of potson flow along river 
channels, when poisonous rains pour down from the sky, 
when the atmosphere polluted with industrial and trans- 
port waste chokes citics and whole regions, when the 
development of atomic cnginecring is justificd by unac- 
ceptable risks. 


Many have suddenly begun to perceive all that not as 
something abstract, but as quite a real part of their own 
experience. The confidence that “this won't affect us,” 
characteristic of the past outlook, has disappeared. They 
say that one thorn of experience is worth more than a 
whole wood of instructions. For us, Chernobyl became 
such a thorn... 


The relationship between man and the environment has 
become menacing. Problems of ecological security affect 
all—the rich and the poor. What is required ts the plobal 
strategy of environmental protection and the rational use 
of resources. We sugeest starting its elaboration within 
the framework of the UN special program. 


States already exchange appropriate information and 
notify international organizations of devclopments We 
believe that this order should be legitimatized by intro- 
ducing the principle of governments’ annual report 
about their conservationist activity and about ecological 
incidents, both those that occurred and those that were 
prevenicd on the territory of their countries. 


Realizing the need for opening a common front of 
economic and ecological security and starting its ferma- 
tion mean defusing a delayed-action bomb planted deep 
inside mankind's existence by history, by people them- 
selves. IV. 


Human rights. One can name all top statesmen of our 
times who threatened to use nuclear weapons. Some may 
object: It is one thing to threaten and another to use. 
Indeed, they haven't used them. But campaigning for 
human rights is in no way compatible with the threat to 
use weapons of mass destruction. We hold it is unaceept- 
able to talk about human rights and libertics while 
intending to hang in outer space overhead the “chande- 
licrs” of exotic weapons. The only down-to-carth cle- 
ment in that “exoticism” is the potentiality of mantind’s 
annihilation. The rest is in dazzling wrapping. 


l agree: The world cannot be considered secure if haman 
rights arc violated in it. | will only add: Ifa large part of 
this world has no clementary conditions for a life worthy 
of man, if millions of people have the full “right” to go 
hungry, to have no roof over their head and to be jobless 
and sick indefinitely when treatment ts something they 





cannot alford, if, finally, the basic human rght, the right 
to life, is disregarded. 


First of all, it is necessary that national Icgislation and 
administrative rules in the humanitarian sphere every- 
where be brought in accordance with international obli- 
gutions and standards. 


Simultancously it would be possible to turn to coordi- 
nating a broad selection of practical steps, for instance, 
to working out a world information program under UN 
auspices to familiarize peoples with one another's life, 
the life as it is, not as someone would like to present it. 
That is precisely why such a project should envisage 
ridding the flow of information of the “enemy image” 
Stereotypes, of bias, prejudices and absurd concoctions, 
of the distortion and unscrupulous violation of the truth. 


There is much promise in the task of coordinating 
unificd international legal criteria for resolving in the 
humanitarian spirit issues of family reunification, mar- 
riages, contacts between people and organizations, visa 
regulations and so on. What has been achieved on this 
account within the framework of the all-European pro- 
cess should be accepted as a starting point. 


We favor the establishment of a special fund of human- 
itarian cooperation of the United Nations formed from 
voluntary state and private contributions on the basis of 
the reduction of military spending. 


It is advisable that all states join the UNESCO conven- 
tions in the sphere of culture, including the conventions 
on protecting the world cultural heritage, on the means 
of prohibiting and preventing the illicit import, export 
and transfer of ownership of cultural property. 


The alarming signals of the recent times have pushed to 
the top of the agenda the idea of creating a world-wide 
network of medical cooperation in treating most danger- 
ous discascs, including AIDS, and combating drug addic- 
tion and alcoholism. The existing WHO structures make 
it possible to establish such a network at relatively short 
notice. The leaders of the world movement of physicians 
have big ideas on this account. 


Dialogue on humanitarian problems could be conducted 
on a bilateral basis, within the forms of negotiation that 
have already been established. Besides, we propose hold- 
ing it also within the framework of an international 
conference in Moscow: We made the proposal at the 
Vienna meeting in November last year. 


Pooling efforts in the sphere of culture, medicine and 
humanitarian rights is yet another integral part of the 
system of comprehensive security. V. 


* The suggested system of comprehensive security will be 
effective to the extent in which the United Nations, its 
Security Council, and other international institutes and 
mechanisms will effectiviey function. It will be required 
to enhance resolutely the authority and role of the Uited 
Nations and the IAEA. The need for establishing a world 
space organization is clearly felt. It could work in the 
future in close contact with the United Nations as an 
autonomous part of its system. UN specialized agencies 
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should also become regulators of international processes. 
The Geneva Conference on Disarmament should 
become a forum that would intcrnationalize the cllorts 
on transition to a nuclear-free, nonviolent world. 


One should not forget the capacitics of the international 
court either. The general assembly and the Secuity 
Council could approach it more ofien for consultative 
conclusions on international law disputes. Its mandatory 
jurisdiction should be recognized by all on mutually 
agreed upon conditions. The permanent membcrs of the 
Security Council, taking into account special responsi- 
bility, are to make the first step in that direction. 


We are convinced that a comprehensive system of sccu- 
rity is at the same time a system of universal law and 
order ensuring the primacy of international law in poli- 
tics. 


The UN Charter gives extensive powers to the Sccutity 
Council. Joint efforts are required to ensure that it could 
use them cffectively. For this purpose, there would be 
sense in holding mectings of the Security Council at 
foreign ministers’ level when opening a rcgular session of 
the General Assembly to review the international situa- 
tion and jointly look for effective ways for its improsc- 
ment. 


It would be uscful to hold mectings of the Security 
Council not only at UN headquarters in New York. but 
also in regions of friction and tension and altcrnate them 
among the capitals of the permanent member statcs. 


Special missions of the Council to regions of actual and 
potential conflicts would also help consolidate its 
authority and enhance the effectiveness of decisions 
adopted. 


We are convinced that cooperation between the United 
Nations and regional organizations could be consider- 
ably expanded. Its aim is the search for a political 
settlement of crisis situations. 


In our view, it is important to hold spccial sessions of the 
General Assembly on the more urgent political problems 
and individual disarmament issucs more often if the 
efficiency of latter's work is to be improved. 


We emphatically stress the need for making the status of 
important political documents passed at the United 
Nations by consensus more binding morally and politi- 
cally. Let me recall that they include, among others, the 
final document of the first special session of the UN 
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the chatter 
of economic rights and obligations of states, and others. 


In our opinion, we should have set up long ago a world 
consultative council under UN auspices uniting the 
world's intellectual elite. Prominent scientists, political 
and public figures, representatives of international pub- 
lic organizations, cultural workers, people in literature 
and the arts, including laureates of the Nobel prize and 
other international prizes of world-wide significance, 
and eminent representatives of the churches could scti- 
ously enrich the spiritual and ethical potential of con- 
temporary world politics. 
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To ensure that the United Nations and its specialized 
agencies operate at full capacity one should come to 
realize that it is impermissible to usc financial levers for 
bringing pressure to bear on it. The Sovict Union will 
continue to cooperate actively in overcoming binlect 
difficulties arising at the United Nations. 


Finally, about the UN secretary general. The intcrna- 
tional community elects an authoritative figure enjoying 
everybody's trust to that high post. Since the secretary 
gcncral is functioning as a representative of every mcm- 
ber-country of the organization all statcs should give him 
the maximum of support and help him in fulfilling his 
responsible mission. The international community 
should encourage the UN secretary gcneral in his mis- 
sions of good offices, mediation, and reconciliation. 


Why are we so persistent in raising the question of a 
comprehensive system of international peace and secu. 
rity? 


Simply because it is impossible to put up with the 
situation in which the world has found itsclf on the 
threshold of the third millenium—in the face of a thicat 
of annihilation, in a state of constant tension, in an 
atmosphere of suspicion and strife, spending huge funds 
and quantitics of work and talent of millions of people 
only to increase mutual mistrust and fears. 


One can speak as much as he pleascs about the need for 
terminating the arms race, uprooting militarism, or 
about cooperation. Nothing will change unless we start 
acting. 


The political and moral core of the problem is the trust 
of the states and peoples in one another, respect for 
international agreements and institutions. We are pre- 
pared to switch from confidence measurcs in individual 
spheres to a large-scale policy of trust which would 
gradually shape a system of comprehensive security. But 
such a policy should be based on the unity of political 
statements and real positions. 


The idea of a comprehensive system of security is the 
first pian for a possible new organization of life in our 
common planetary home. In other words, it is a pass into 
the future where security of all is a token of the security 
for everyone. We hope that the current session of the 1/N 
General Assembly will jointly devclop and concretize 
this idea. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


GORBACHEV'S AWARD CEREMONY SPEECH IN MURMANSK 


LDO12108 Moscow Television Service in Russian 1458 GMT 1 Oct 87 


[Speech by Mikhail Sergeyevich Gorbachev, general secretary of the CPSU Central 
Committee, at presentation of Order of Lenin and Goid Medal in Murmansk--live] 


[Excerpts] 


Comrades! Millions of people throughout the worid are 
following with immense interest the process of restruc- 


zatsiya}], communist expansion, and so on. 


However, after the passage of several days, often no one 
recalls these speeches and in any case points not con- 
tained in them figure at the table of business-like polit- 


ical talks and contacts. This is a very i feature, 
interesting phenomenon. This just to that 
We are dealing with the rhetoric of yesterday and that 


living, real processes have been set in motion. This 
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relations between states. A rich and frank [otkrovennyy] 

East-West dialogue, by no means without results for both 

sides, has become a characteristic of today’s situation in 
‘d politi 


Very recently the whole world welcomed the accord 
reached in the course of negotiations in Washington that 
the working out of an agreement on medium-range and 
operational-tactical missiles will be concluded in a very 
short time. It will be signed at summit level. Thus we are 
on the eve of a major step in real nuclear disarmament. 
If it takes place, this will be the first step in the whole 
period since the war. Until now, either the arms race was 
in progress or, in any event, this arms race was merely 
limited to some extent. But there has not yet been a 
single concrete step taken in disarmament, the elimina- 
tion of nuclear arms. 


The path to this mutual Soviet-U.S. decision was diffi- 
cult. Reykjavik represented a breakthrough on this path. 
Life has confirmed the correctness of our evaluation of 
the meeting in the Icelandic capital. In the face of all 


tion paved by Reykjavik. They confirm the correctness 
of the assessment which was given by us literally 40 
minutes after that meeting had ended dramatically, as 


you recall. (applause) 


Reykjavik has truly become a turning point in world 
history, that it is possible to improve the world 
situation. A t situation had been created, and 
——y AL of - yt Ay fest. 
ing had happened. 


For us it was an event which confirmed the correctness 
of the course chosen by us, the necessity and construc- 
tiveness of the new political way of thinking. There is 
still a long way to go to full utilization of the potential of 
Reykjavik, but already rays of hope have emerged, not 
only on medium-range missiles and operational-tactical 
missiles, but movement has also taken shape concerning 
a ban on nuclear tests, and large-scale talks on this set of 
problems will soon begin. It is obvious that our morato- 
rium was not in vain. That, too, was not an easy step for 
us. It engendered and intensified demands for an end to 
tests throughout the world. 


I am not going to predict the course of events. Not 
everything depends on us. It is beyond doubt that the 
first results achieved a few days ago in Washington, and 
the forthcoming meeting with the U.S. President may 
bring about a kind of peaceful chain reaction in the 
sphere of strategic offensive weapons and not putting 
weapons intc space. Also in much more that is now 
insistently demanding to be included on the agenda of 
the international dialogue. Thus there are signs of an 
improvement in the international situation; there are 
signs. 
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I repeat, there are also alarming points, fraught with an 
abrupt aggravation of the situation in the world. On our 
part it would be irresponsible to underestimate the forces 
of resistamce to change. Those forces are influential, 
blinded by hatred toward all that is progressive, and very 
aggressive. They exist in various circles of the Western 
world, but the greatest concentration is among those who 


directly, ideologically and politically serve the military 
and industrial complex, and who, as it were, feed on it. 


A recent significant example: On 10 September, in the 
Joint Economic Cornmittee of the U.S. Congress, a series 
of hearings started on the subject of Gorbachev's eco- 
nomic reforms. That was what they called the subject. 
Senators and congressmen took part, with the hearings 
being both open and closed. Representatives of the 
administration, analysts and Sovietologists from the 
CIA, the U.S. Defense Department, and various scien- 
tific centers, spoke. In general we consider that to be a 
normal process, a normal phenomenon. It is good that in 
the United States people want to examine in detail, at 
such a level, what is going on in the Soviet Union, what 
restructuring means, our restructuring, for the rest of the 
world, including the United States. 


Various views are expressed, including ones that are 
directly contradictory. There is much in them that is 
sensible and objective. Some of them one could seriously 
di I would even say that some things it would not 
be a sin to lend an ear to. 


The members of this committee have also heard a view 
that, apparently, the United States should welcome 
restructuring for it will lead to a reduction of the threat 
of a nuclear clash. All this takes place at these hearings 
and debates. But at these hearings recommendations of a 
different kind are also given to the Congress by the 
administration. Here is one of them, almost literally: If 
the Soviet Union reaches the objectives set by the 27th 
CPSU Congress this will above all strengthen its prestige 
in the international arena, ‘will increase the reputation of 
the CPSU inside the country and abroad and by the same 
token will increase the threat to U.S. national security. 
This is the kind of conclusion, it turns out, one can make. 


Further, the success of restructuring might weaken the 
political and economic unity of Western Europe, inas- 
much as the USSR will enter its market. The political 
influence of the USSR in the developing countries will 
expand as its military and other assistance to them might 
be increased and some of them might want to adopt the 
model of the Soviet economy if it turns out to be 
competitive in relation to the economy of the United 
States. Another thing: restructuring is dangerous because 
it will strengthen the USSR’s position in international 
financial and economic organizations. A special threat is 
seen by these analysts in the increased influence of the 
Soviet Union in the international arena connected with 
its initiatives in arms control and also with the prospect 
of signing a treaty on medium-range missiles. 











Here is the conclusion they arrive a. in the end, these 


tance to groups and regimes waging an active struggle 
against the governments of countries by 

Soviet Union; oppose the establishment by the USSR of 
economic and trade ties with other countries and inter- 
national organizations; fully exclude the possibility of 
handing over advanced technology to the USSR and 
other socialist countries; tighten up the control of the 
activity of Cocom—an organization familiar to you— 
and the states which constitute it. This is how it is put 


bluntly and cynically. 


We cannot fail to take that position into account either. 
They are also backed up by certain forces—primarily the 
military-industrial complex. All the more so since the 
peace-loving protestations that we often hear from U.S. 
officials are accompanied in the same breath, as they say, 
by praise for the position-of-strength policy and by 
Syments very Seeeee to Ciaee cae oy Ge exten € 
the recommendations that I quoted. The militarist and 
anti-Soviet forces are evidently worried that the interest 
in the people and political circles of the West at what is 
now happening in the Soviet Union, and the growth in 
the understanding of its foreign policy, have not wiped 
away the artificially created image of an enemy, the 
image which they have now been unscrupulously exploit- 
ing for decades. Well, that’s their worry; we will go on 
firmly along the path of restructuring and new thinking. 
[applause] 


Comrades, since I am sepaking in Murmansk, the capital 
of the Soviet Arctic region, it is not out of place to take 
a look at the idea of mankind's cooperation from the 
standpoint also of the situation in the northern part of 
the world. As we see it, there are several weighty reasons 
for this. The Arctic is not just the Arctic Ocean; it is also 
the northern fringe of the three continents of Europe, 
Asia, and America. The Eurasian, North American and 
Asian-Pacific regions meet here. The borders meet up 
and the interests intersect of states that either belong to 
opposed military blocs or do not form part of them. 


The north is also a security problem for the Soviet 
Union—it is its northern border. In that respect, we have 
a historical experience that has cost us dear. The people 
of Murmansk remember well 1918-19 and 1941-45. War 
this century has also been a stern test for the countries of 
Northern Europe as a whole, and it seems to us that they 
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will draw serious conclusions for themselves. Precisely 
for that reason, the social climate in those countries is 
evidently more receptive to the new. political thinking. 


It is significant that the historic Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe was held in one of the 
northern capitals, Helsinki. {t is significant that the next 
major step in the development of that process—the first 
agreement in principle on corfidence-building mea- 
sures—was taken in another northern capital, Stock- 
holm. 


Reykjavik became a symbol of the hope that nuclear 
arms are not eternal and that mankind is not doomed to 
live beneath that sword of Damocies. Major initiatives 
on matters of international security and disarmament 
are linked to the names of well-known political figures of 
Northern Europe: Urho Kekkonen, Olof Palme, whose 
death at the hands of a wicked killer deeply shook the 
Consultative Council of the Socialist International for 
many years. We welcome the activity of the authoritative 
international commission on the environment and 
development headed by Gro Harlem Brundtland, prime 
minister of Norway. The fact that Denmark and Nor- 
way, although members of NATO, have refused on a 
unilateral basis to station foreign military bases and 
nuclear arms on their territory in peacetime, is assessed 
in a fitting manner in the Soviet Union. This position, in 
being implemented consistently, is vital for overcoming 
tension in Europe. 


However, this is only a part of the picture. From the 
North of the earth, the Arctic, as perhaps from no other 
place, the common nature and the interrelationship of 
the interests of the whole of our world are tangible; for 
the Arctic and the Northern Atlantic are not just the 
incubator of the weather, where the cyclones and anti- 

which influence the climate not only in Europe, 
the United States, and Canada, but even in Southern 
Asia and Africa are generated—at the same time one can 
clearly feel here the chilling breath of the Pentagon's 
polar strategy: a gigantic potential of nuclear destruction 
is concentrated on submarines and surface ships, exert- 
ing an effect on the political climate in the whole world 
and able, in its turn, to detonate as a result of a chance 
military-political failure in any other region of the globe. 


The militarization of this part of the world is acquiring a 
threatening character. Reports that NATO, in the event 
of an agreement on the elimination of medium-range 
and operational-tactical missiles, is preparing to work 
out how to use sea- and air-based cruise missiles from the 
northern Atlantic, cannot but cause alarm. 


That would mean an additional threat, both to us and to 
all the countries of northern Europe. In Greenland, 
contrary to the ABM Treaty, a new radar station, an 
element of the Star Wars program, has been put into 
operation. U.S. cruise missiles are being tested in north- 
ern Canada. Not so long ago the Government of Canada 





itself prepared an extensive program for building up 
military forces in the Arctic. U.S. and NATO military 
activity is increasing in areas directly adjacent to the 
Soviet polar regions. The level of NATO military pres- 
ence in Norway and Denmark is increasing. 


Therefore, while | am in Murmansk, on the threshold of 
the Arctic and the North Atlantic, I would like to invite 
primarily the states of this region to discuss questions of 
security which have long since come to a head here. 
[applause] 


What do we have in mind here? It is possible to approach 
it both by bilateral and multilateral cooperation simul- 
taneously. I have frequently had occasion to speak on the 
theme of our common European home. The potential of 
modern civilization permits the Arctic to be made hab- 
itable for the good of national economic and other 
human interests of the states adjacent to the Arctic and 
of Europe and the whole of the international community. 


But to achieve this it is necessary in the first instance to 
resolve the problems of security which have accumulated 
= Dae ne ay a a nag da wa sao 
military confrontation in the region. May the 
northern regions, the Arctic, become a zone tg 
May the North Pole become a pole of peace. We propose 
to all interested states to begin talks on limiting and 
reducing the scale of military activity in the north as a 
whole, in loth in the eastern and the western hemi- 
spheres. [aj plause] 


What do we have in mind specifically? First, a nuclear- 
free zone in Northern Europe. If that decision was taken, 
the USSR, as has already been stated, is ready to be a 
guarantor. It will depend on the participant states as to 
what the most expedient ways are to set out this guaran- 
tee—by multilateral or bilateral agreements, by govern- 
mental statements or in some other way. At the same 
time, the USSR confirms its readiness to discuss with 
each of the interested states or group of states all prob- 
lems connected with the creation of a nuclear-free zone, 
including possible measures applicable to Soviet territo- 
ry. 


We could go quite a long way, in particular, as far as to 
withdraw from the Sovict Baltic Fleet submarines 
equipped with ballistic missiles. 


As is known, the USSR has aiready unilaterally disman- 
tled medium-range missile launchers on the Kola Penin- 
sula and most launchers for such missiles on the remain- 
ing territory of the Leningrad and Baltic military 
districts. Quite a lot of operational-tactical missiles have 
been transferred from these districts. Restrictions have 
been placed on the holding of military exercises in the 
regions adjacent to the frontiers with the Scandinavian 
countries. After the concluding of the agreement on the 
double global zero, additional opportunities will open up 
for military detente in that region. 
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Second, we welcome the initiative of Finnish President 
Koivisto on restricting naval activity in the seas adjacent 
to Northern Europe. For its part, the USSR proposes 
that cons: itations be started between the Warsaw Pact 
and NATO on reducing military activity and limiting the 
scale of the activity of naval and air forces in the waters 
of the Baltic, Northern, Norwegian, and Greenland Seas 
and that confidence-building measures be extended to 
them. 


Rg Fe hay 5b wy — 8 
limiting competition in an ne weapons, 
informing about major exercises of naval and air forces, 
sna penap came Hen ee ein eines eS 
European process to major exercises forces. 
could be the first step to extending confidence-building 
measures to the whole of the Arctic and to northern 
regions in both hemispheres. 


other words—do not have nuclear arms. We are aware of 
their concern at the fact that we have our test site for 


ties, with the need to create unique technical installa- 
tions capable of withstanding the elements in the Polar 
region. It would be more sensible to cooperate in this 
matter 





Fourth, scientific study of the Arctic is of huge impor- 
tance for all mankind. We have very rich experiences 
here. ‘ve are prepared io share them. For our part, we are 
intc.ested in rescarch being conducted by other Arctic 
and northera states. We already have a program of 
scient'‘ic exchanges with Canada. We propose the hold- 
ing in 1988 of a conference of Arctic states to coordinate 
scientific research in the Arctic. It would be possible to 
examine there the subject of establishing a joint Arctic 
scientific council. If the partners agree, Murmansk could 
be the venue for holding the conference. [applause] 
Issues connected with the interests of the indigenous 
population of the north and with the study of their ethnic 
peculiarities and the development of cultural links 
tion. 

Fifth, we attach particular importance to cooperation 
among the countries of the north in the matter of 
protecting the environment. The vital need here is obvi- 
ous. The experience of joint measures to defend the 
marine environment in the Baltic, which are currently 
being implemented by a commission of seven littoral 
States, would be worth spreading to the whole ocean and 
sea area of the planet's northern zone. The Soviet Union 
proposes a joint working out of a united, comprehensive 
plan for protecting the environment of the north. The 
north European countries could be an example to others 
by agreeing to establish a system for monitoring the 
condition of the environment and radiation safety in the 
region. We must move quickly to protect the nature of 
the tundra and the forests of the tundra and of the 
northern tayga regions. 


Sixth, the shortest sea route from Europe to the Far East 
and the Pacific Ocean passes through the Arctic. I think 


vy f= pty international mat- 
coming from others. The 


and all the northern countries never again 
of war, and that a genuine zone of 
itful cooperation will be created here. 


comrades, are our approaches to affairs domestic 
and international, and to understanding the correlations 
between the former and the latter. In the former and in 
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and to congratulate you one more time on your meeting 
the 70th anniversary of the Great October as a Hero 


City. [applause] 





RELATED TISSUES 


SOVIET ACADEMICS DISCUSS ‘REASONABLE SUFFICIENCY' 


PM130735 Moscow NEW TIMES in English No 40, 12 Oct 87 pp 13-15 


[United States and Canada Institute Deputy Director Vitaliy Zhurkin, Institute 
Section Head Sergey Karaganov, and Institute Senior Researcher Andrey Kortunov 


article: 
in boldface as published] 


[ fext}) Indeed. is it reasonable that there is an accumu- 
lation on our planet of more than $0,000 nucicar war- 
heads? Or that ncarly 30 million men are under arms in 
various countrics of the world? And this, in peacetime? 


The arms race. however, has its own inner logic, one that 
in the final analysis leads to the most irrational of all 
possible outcomes—the annihilation of the human race. 
It ts precisely the objective of the reasonable sufficiency 
concept to break the vicious circle of this logic. Keys to 
security [subhcad] 


The basic premise of the concept is that security is 
primarily a political problem. In our time reasonable 
security of a country can be ensured only through a 
Stratcey represcnting an integral rational combination of 
the political, military, economic, ideological, humanitar- 
ian and other factors involved. The dominant role in this 
complex 1s played by political factors. There alone we 
can find the rational answer to the challenge presented to 
the security of the nations. In the political sphere the key 
to the solution of the central problem of the security of 
each state separately and all of them taken together, to the 
limitation and reduction of armaments can be found. 


By relying exclusively on military technical means a state 
inevitably scts its own security against irternational 
security, ts own interests, against the interests of the 
world community as a whole. And concept of reasonable 
sufficiency requires of political leaders a rcadincss to 
take account of the interests of their adversarics, to make 
concessions and agree to compromises. Firm observance 
of one’s own interests docs not exclude, but rather 
presupposes, rcadiness to make concessions. Only in this 
way Can agreement be reached. 
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"Reasonable Sufficiency--Or How To Break the Vicious Circle"--passapes 


It 1s the cnormous duncnsions of the carting we boo 
arsenals that afford broad possibilities for diaste and 
far-reaching sicps towards scaling them down to the 
levels of reasonable sufficiency. To rule out the prrssibil- 
ity of a nuciear strike made with impunity. to deal the 
agercssor an unacceptable damage by an retaliatory 
strike, the side attacked would nced to use only a small 
percentage of its strategic arsenal. Hence beth sues 
could proceed to reduce nucicar (and not only nuctear) 
armaments in large quantities at once without propudic- 
ing their security. 


The concept of reasonable sufficiency presupperes that 
to prevent aggression i 1s pccessany net only to achieve 
a balance of forces. to evaluate the hypothetical potcntiual 
of the other side. but abovc all to restramn its leaders trom 
unicashing war, to take account of tts real mntentions, 
and, what is most important, ts interests 


These interests are as a role constant. they change tothe 
slowly and are determined by stable tactors.~ peop yph- 
ical, class. economic, historical. socre-psychologreat and 
last. but not the Icast political \ realistic assessment of 
these factors can be a safeguard against underestimation 
of the threat, which is fraught with the mercasing bheh- 
hood of war, and against cxaggecration of that threat 
which could provoke tensions, as arms buihkdup and 
eventually undermine international secuity 


To determine the dimensions of the threat tors met 
cnough to properly appraise the armed forces of the 
other side: it ts alse necessary to make a thorough 
analysis of its specific political, social, moral, poy choloe: 
ical, historical and cultural features Only such an anal 
ysis can ascertain the exient of the damage wronght by 
retaliatory action the threat of which would deter tts 
ruling circles from unicashing aggressive war, What 
symmetric response lacks [subhead] 











Ihe process of adoption in mternational practice of the 
concept of rcasonable sufficiency will of course be long 
and «difficult, Nevertheless im some arcas of the relations 
between the two blocs « could be applied alicady today. 
Aficr all. the principics of the concept are universal. For 
imstance. they presuppose the aced for strictly defensive 
military doctrines on both sides. Morcover, they presup- 
pose bringing the structure of the armed forces, espe- 
cially along the linc of confrontation between NATO and 
the Warsaw I rcaty Organization, the development of the 
military policics as a whole, and the operational art (even 
tactics, perhaps. especially in Europe) into full confor- 
mity with the officially proclaimed defensive character 
of the nulitary doctrines. What is in quesiion is the 
gradual creation of a political and military climate (pri- 
marily in Evrope) in which neither side would stand in 
fear of surprise attack. This would be facilitated by 
reducing the share of olfensive and increasing the shhare 
of defensiyc weapons in the armed forces, and by chang- 
ing the character of military exercises So as not to evoke 
the suspicions of the other side. That is, Mikhail Gorba- 
chev pounted out im hes recent article, the armed forces of 
any given state should be sufficient to repel potential 
agercssor but insufficient to conduct offensive opcratio- 
nals. Necdlicss to say, the best way to improve the general 
Situation has always been and remains the reduction of 
armed forces and armaments. 


An asymmetrical response to the provocative actions of 
the other side should play an important role in practical 
implementation of the principle of reasonable sufficien- 
cy. At first glance copying the actions of the initiators of 
arms buikdups—the devclopment and deployment of 
analogous systems—1s the simplest and most “natural” 
means of preventing violations of the strategic balance. 
Actually. however, copying various armaments devel- 
oped and deployed by the political aggressor frequently 
results in lagging behind in the arms race. Morcover, as 
military tcchnology becomes more sophisticated and 
more time is needed to develop, test and depioy weap- 
ons, the lag could even increase. 


Further. a symmetrical response means that the initiator 
of a new round in the arms race can make more effective 
use of its technological, gcostrategic and other advantag- 
es. Ihe other side ts compelled to conduct the contest on 
the “opponent's field” and according to his “rules of the 
game.” In that case the cost of the arms race (cconomic 
and political) could be greater for that side than for the 
initiator of the round. 


Expericnee shows that the asymmetrical response not 
"only makes it possible to avoid such negative conse- 
quences but creates some extremely complex problems 
for the country that initiatied the arms race. For exam- 
plc. in the 1950s the United States persistently sought to 
compel the Soviet Union to compete with it im the 
building of a stratcgic bomber force. counting on the 
gcostratcgic advantages of the U.S. (primarily, the dense 
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nctwork of bases ut had built around the 1' SS BP) and 
also on its technological and elusteral saperernty 
cnabling Washington to dictate us own toons mm thes 
competition. the asysmmctrxal rspors ef the 
USS.R.—the acecicrated devchopmecat of inter ont 
nental ballistic mesviles was an enphecr ont -erpare bes 
the U_S.. forcing if to revise many of Hs tHraditronel tencts 
of military strategy. The devchopmm ot of the 1 RM was 
the main factor cnabling the 11S. S Ro te ache vc cathin 
a historically bricl space of tame strotopic pore. «ath the 
US. (A more detailed exposition of the ov olutron of the 
principics of reasonable sulfkicasy vill be towed im an 
article by the same authors mm the Docember issee of the 
journal US. 1: Economies, Polis, ldcolews dy 


Equally discouraging and unexpected ter “oe lheneton 
was the Sovict Union's resolve to rive an 9. ten al 
reply to Strategic Pctence battiatine steoukd the US 
decide, in spite of cv cry thing. to deploy wcopon. m onter 
space. The Sovict position as regs counter ny runes to 
neutralize the SDI programme dooms thet prop amene 
to stratcgic and coomemic tata The oh antere of 
unilateral action [subheod] 


An mmportant clement of reasonable sullece acy should 
be the flexible combination of bilatcial and welateral 
Steps towards limiting and rcducime armaments. Mons 
believe that here unilatcral measures play a perch ser- 
ondary role, pursuing tactical rather than strotc on obyce 

tives. Hopes arc mainly pinacd on bilateral aed nwt 
latcral measures. As we see it. however. the conclation 
between bilatcral and unilatcra means 6% mere 
complex. 


The bilateral (as well as the muttilaicial) process of 
reducing armaments 1s the principle avcnuc for cnsuring 
security. Some notable progress has been made along 
these lines. and the potential in thes respect 1s Chormous 


At the same time, it would be a mustake te roeard the 
bilateral process of reducing armaments as the only 
possible way and to close one’s eves to the dilficultees 
and problems it involves. In the contest of the wnav owl. 
able reciprocity of the bilateral process. the side that rs 
imteresicd in the continuation of the arom tace and 
maintaining tension can, by simply blochimp progress. 
cult short or emasculate the process \o agiccment 
requiring thorough assessment of the cxticmrely complies 
balance of inieresis not only takes time but m loge 
measure reduces the ncgotiations to a techncal proce. 
dure. to endicss consultations of cxaperts. As a result, the 
political substance of the negotiations can be croded 


Since World War U1 some sulystantial ne rones te lent 
and reduce armaments have been wnplemented wnelet. 
erally. And although the US. and the West m pencral 
have also sometimes taken such sicps (the demobuha- 
tion of American forces aficr the war, US. troop reduc- 
tions after the Victnam war). the prrority m this sphere 
unquestionably belongs to the USSR 





In the metral ycars aficr the end of World War Il the 
Sovect Unmon demobilized about 8.5 muilhon mea. in 
1953 58 the Sowict armed forces were unilatcrally 
reduced by 2.140.000. and im 1960 there was a decision 
to make further cut of 1.2 milhon, bul us impliemecnta- 
thon was latcr suspended. 


Ihese un.tatcral mcasurcs despite thei scale (by the cad 
of the 1950s che Sowrct armed forces had been reduced 
by morc than onc therd) by no means weakened the 
micrnational possons of the U.S S_R. On the contrary. 
the second half of the 1950s and the carly 1960s were 
masked by a rapid growth of the prestige and influence of 
the Sovect t'nron and the gradual umprovement of the 
world sttuatron Nor ded these measures undcrminc the 
securny of the U_S.S._R. For they were accompanied by a 
broad peace offensive which made virtually mmpossibic 
for the West to bring addstronal military pressure to bear 
on our country. The unilateral sicps taken by the 
1) SS.R. on the 1970s were far more modest im scale and 
significance. although om the 1970s the political and 
Shatcpe posshons of the USSR. continucd to grow 
Stronger on the bases of the strategic parity with the 
1) SA. whech the Sowrct Union had achieved by the 
bogemning of the decade 


In all probability reasonable suffich acy should presup- 
pese the Nevible combination of unilateral, bilateral 
multilateral measures in the sphere of arms limitation. 
Also possible are measures of an “intermediate type” 
combunme, the advantages of both the unilateral and 
bilatcral or multilateral approach (for instance. paralic! 
unilatcral actions agreed between the statics at a sulfi- 
creatly high bevel. but not put in a form of an official 
agreement ) A faulty doctrine |subhead] 


z 


\ithough the strategn balance between the USSR. and 
the S.A. NAITO) and the Warsaw Treaty states ss the 
dcternmunme factor of the oulitary and political situation, 
the strategee nuctcar forces as such account for a rela- 
tively small share of the coonomic burden of the arms 
race (for the US.. for cxample, & amounts to no more 
than 15-20 per cent of the defence budget). The bulk of 
the custs of the nulitany confrontation 1s accounted for 
by the combencd arms units and conventional arma- 
ments. a considerable part of which ts intended for the 
realization of one or another regional obycctive. The 
cons cational arms buildup presents an even more tangible 
threat to military-strategic stability. Ilence the imper- 
tance of applying the principle of reasonable sufficiency 
also at the regional level. 


The stray eng to create forces capable of waging hostilitics 
im repronal conflicts om several different theaters of 
operations concurrently comes mito conflict with that 
princeple, \ stoking cxample of such strategy 1s the 
American concepts of “two-and-a-half of “three-and-a- 
half wars, cnvisagmme readiness to wage two (and per- 
haps three) mayor wars at once. for mstance mm Europe 
and on the Tar East and a small war mn the Third World 
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corel is ery 


The uratvonality of thes approach scan ws 
the fact that a “major war” week’ wecs olds ‘abe 
into a muctcar war Ihe hostess 4 the best dev bs shee s 
that in none of the rcgronal armed Contly ts fo.. 8 thee 
which mm Anmcrican tcrmemodees (oom be btw bd “holt 
wars) has the aggresso succeeded wm a tee \ nme a ners 
tary vxtory not to speak al a pr bet ng vt corer | Peer bereeee bey 
everything conflcts of the sale of the 1S) ar een ef 
Cirenada can be regarded as the eppct leet of ctor 

use of armed force m modern comdetrens Vey conte tot 
Mapor dimenstions «an chiang emnt tee yee. ceed coce 
dccadcs, now wane. now theme wp are “ bebe the 


politecal and muelitary bosses miedo cate cor om 
advantages that mught be garnet 
Theos. the tnet ot i wenable sell ice yo err 4 te 


comventional armed ferces must be d terrein 4 rot by th: 
ability to win a majer lecal conflict bat by cn ier we 
adequate defence potcetial so that the opr cot sbewld 
not be able te count cither on a “lecal blitvhiik- ee” oF en 
escalating such a conflict with impunity. \iocorlinply the 
importance of many quantitative factors cheno. eed 
the role of such factors as the eqreeetety cof once ot 

mobility and lev cl of proicsssonal thom metered 
preparcdncss of forces mcrcascs 


Another proncepic ow rasonatle sullen. of © prem 
(and for that matics at global) level rs te dont attcopts 
to build up armed strength with the gem of bebe ong the 
combined forces of all potential advcrsune. These 4 
totally unrcalistec task. Confrontation with ail petoetd 
opponcnts cannet but weaken a comatiy. \ad the sornpeers 


of strength accumulated hinders the way te the anes 
reduc ton 
Spcaking more ponecrally, reawsmabbe colle roe y ' 


dently calls tor sclectnvc detrmitien of the podete at ote 

tives as apphed te cach given nopren ef the workl and 
crsurmng that these obycctives Conform te the CComon:, 
petcntial and the mam ftorcgn polo. precipics ond 
tasks of a counts, of the workd arena. Thew conth 
violation of thes principle can be was pleringly clomon 
strated by the Victnam war it showed the monelity of 
US. potrtical clite to match then anes with thon mrcons, 
and thew nlcologwal rhetenc with the wterests ond 
potentialities of the United States 


The premciples of reasonable salle tomy ote eet bendt 
should include also the renwnciatren by the grat pormecrs 
of attempts to act as mulitary guarantors of Thad Well 
regemecs that have no broad social hase and are om apeble 
of defending themscives. Thus, what 1s im qucstron are 
mecasurcs to Strengthen micrnatronal scouts cule out 
nubitary mvolvement in developing comntines Plocded-— 
glasnost in the nubitary sphere [subbcad] 


the transttron from tockey s matual mobetary md petote 
deterrence to a breed and cventeall Cone beware 
stom of micrnatemal scours 1 a comptes fed ae uct 
lar tron fully comprchonded process ahech ell tebe an 
cntue hestoncal cpech, Bat one thong re chow obrcoedy 








today, and that ts the danger and bankruptcy of the 
concept of deterrence. It must be replaced by the con- 
cepts of international cooperation and mutual security in 
the military, political. economic and humanitarian 
spheres. \ prominent place here belongs to the principles 
of rcasonable sufficiency. It is these principles that 
should determine the dimensions and character of the 
delensive potentials of states both at the successive 
stages of nucicar disarmament and in the nuclear-free 
world of the future. . 


The athiimation in international life of the principles of 
reasonable sufficiency would be helped greatly by raising 
the predictability of the behavior of states. and primarily 
the great powers on the world arena. Predictability is a 
necessary condition for a reliable stabilization of the 
world strategic situation, but it is incompatible with the 
concept of nuclear deterrence. The Western architects 
and proponents of this concept have always regarded as 
one of its main virtues the unpredictability and even the 
irrationality of the behavior of the nuclear powers which 
supposedly has an intimidating effect on the other side, 
especially at times of international crises. 


The concept of reasonable sutficiency ts closely linked 
also with the problem of information on the mutual base 
on the military activity of the states. Some headway has 
been made in this respect (periodic release of informa- 
tion about strategic and other potentials and the Stock- 
holm decisions relating to military exercises). A big 
contribution to this process was made by the Berlin 
Statement of the Political Consultative Committee on 
the military doctrine of the Warsaw Treaty states, their 
readiness to compare, together with NATO members, 
the military doctrines of the two alliances and the 
prospects of their evolution. But this is not enough. In 
the present-day world there is a need for openness, for 
more information about the armed forces of the sides. For 
centuries secrecy in this sphere was an important means 
o; safeguarding security. Today, when national means of 
verification are constantly being perfected, the core of 
the security system—strategic armaments, and to a con- 
siderable extent also conventional armaments—have in 
large measure ceased to be a secret for the other side. 
Moreover the absence of reliable information is cften 
used by unscrupulous propaganda agencies for the sys- 
tematic exaggeration of data and the fabrication of 
nonexistent “threats.”’ Progress towards reasonable sul- 
ficiency should proceed parallel with the solution of this 
problem of international security. 
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RELATED ISSUES 


SOVIET ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSES SOUTH ATLANTIC PEACE ZONE 
Moscow LATINSKAYA AMERIKA in Russian No 5, May 87 pp 140-141 
[Report by I.N.: "Zone of Peace and Cooperation in South Atlantic"] 


[Text] Late last year a roundtable was buld at the Moscow State Institute of 
International Relations (MGIMC) on the theme "Problems and Prospects for 
Creating a Zone of Peace and Cooperation in the South Atlantic." In addition 
to the MGIMO specialists on Latin America, associates of the USSR Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs (MID) and the Union of Soviet Friendship Societies (SSOD) took 
part in it. 


The initiative to declare the South Atlantic region a "zone of peace and 
cooperation" was proposed by the President of Brazil Jose Sarney in a speech 
in September 1985 at the UN General Assembly. The initiative is encountering 
ever-broader support of the world community; this is illustrated by the fact 
that along with Brazil 13 states of Africa and Latin America acted as 
coauthors of the draft of the resolution adopted by an overwhelming majority 
of votes at the 4ist Session of the UN General Assembly. Questions related to 
the evolution of the doctrine of "national security" in Brazil, Argentina, and 
other countries of the region and the naval activity in the South Atlantic and 
problems of intercontinental and regional cooperation in Latin America and 
Africa, as well as international factors influencing the realization of the 
Brazilian initiative were the focus of the debate at MGIMO. 


Opening the meeting, its director Doctor of Historical Sciences Professor 
A.F. Shulgovskiy (MGIMO) directed the participants' attention to the 
complexity and ambiguity of the processes of democratization occurring in a 
number of Latin American countries in conditions of the departure of military- 
authoritarian regimes from the political arena. Taking into account the 
increased attention which has traditionally been devoted in these states to 
the doctrine of "national security," it is especially important to determine 
what new things the changes occurring are bringing to their development. The 
analysis of the Brazilian foreign policy initiative is interesting, in 
particular, because it was proposed during the democratization processes and 
important changes in the socioeconomic structures of the society. In this 
connection the participants in the discussion face yet another task-- 
identifying the degree to which the latter foreign policy concepts reflect the 
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process of the formation in Latin America of new centers of antagonism and new 
"centers of strength." 


The speech by P.I. Filonenko (MGIMO) was devoted to a critical analysis of the 
evolution of foreign policy concepts and doctrines advanced in Brazil in the 
19th ana 20th centuries as well as the role they assign to the states of South 
America bordering on Brazil and the African countries. The conclusion of the 
speaker was reduced to the assertion that in the last decade the process of 
the formation of a new--South American--center of imperialist influence has 
been going on. It was also noted that a civilian government's foreign policy 
should be evaluated when taking into account the features and degree of 
modernization of the socioeconomic structures which became established in the 
years of the rule of military regimes. 


I.N. Kapyrin (MGIMO) examined the main features of the Brazilian version of 
the doctrine of "national security" which was reflected in the works of 
Golberi do Couto-e-Silva and their evolution in connection with the 
development of new systems of weapons, above all naval weapons, and the place 
of the southern part of the Atlentic Ocean in this doctrine. He recalled that 
Brazil in 1962--before the military governments came to power--had already 
made a proposal to simultaneously declare Latin America and Africa nonnuclear 
zones. 


The report by A.G. Spitsin (SSOD) examined the specific features of the 
evolution of the doctrine of "national security" in Argentina. It emphasized 
that the 1982 Malvina crisis was a turning point in the formation of its 
foreign policy aspect; at that time the country's leadership was forced to 
seek support from the developing countries against England. In the opinion of 
the speaker, the country's present leadership is interested on a long-term 
basis in realizing the Brazilian initiative, since that could help strengthen 
its position in solving the problem of the Falkland (Malvinas) Islands and 
create more favorable conditions for economic cooperation among the countries 
of the South Atlantic. 


In the opinion of A. Shchetinin (MID) up to now the degree of realization of 
Brazil's foreign policy potential is not in keeping with its economic 
potential. For a long time Brazil kept out of resolving such important 
political problems of the region as the problem of the foreign debt or the 
situation in Central America and surrendered the initiative to the two leading 
states of the continent--Argentina and Mexico, who had joined the "Delhi Six." 
Taking into account these factors, the Brazilian proposal, in the reporter's 
opinion, represents a civilian government's attempt to strengthen positions 
within the country and maintain the process of democratization by following a 
more active foreign policy line. 


*Such problems as the borders of the proposed zone and the make-up of its 
possible participants, ways to carry out the initiative in practice taking 
into account the experience of formulating such proposals regarding other 
regions and the water aiea of the Pacific Ocean, the nature of the programs of 
development of the Brazilian naval forces and the production of naval weapons, 
the recent restoration of official contacts between the Brazilian and American 
military, and others were discussed during the debate. The participants in 
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the discussion also studied the prospects for strengthening the positions of 
Brazilian capital in the economy of the African countries located on the 
Atlantic coast and possible contradictions which could arise between Brazil 
and the former colonial powers. 


The advancement of the Brazilian initiative bears witness to the continued 
change in the correlation of forces on the continent and to the developing 
process of a gajor country of the region becoming a great power. The 
initiative has ever-greater influence on consolidating integration processes 
in Latin America. The objective idea of the initiative, which takes a course 
to oppose the United States and other developed capitalist powers, signifies a 
desire to carry on a dialogue with them as equals. The Brazilian proposul 
carries significant peace-loving content, has a favorable effect on the 
international situation, and provides a broad field for seeking points of 
contact of the positions of the most diverse countries in the struggle against 
the United States’ aggressive course in the world arena. 


In concluding the discussion, A.F. Shulgovskiy noted that the debate 
demonstrated how multifaceted and contradictory the problem of creating a 
"zone of peace and cooperation" in South America is. However, this idea's 
time has come, since it is the basis for a complicated complex of both 
objective and subjective reasons. At the present time it would obviously be 
premature to evaluate the Brazilian initiative on the level of the possibility 
of its full realization. Or rather, attention should be focused on possible 
ways to develop it, identifying the positions of various political forces 
which stand behind particular approaches to this initiative. 


COPYRIGHT: Izdatelstvo "Nauka", “Latinskaya Amerika", 1987 
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RELALED LSSHUES 





ITALY ACCEPTS WEU STANCE ON SECURITY 


Continued Alliance With U.S. 


52002416 Paris AFP in English 1301 GMT 27 Oct 87 


{Text} The Hague, Oct 27 (AFP)}—Western European 
defence must depend on a continued alliance with the 
United States, ministers of defence and forcign affairs 
from the seven nations of the Western European Union 
(WEU) agreed here Tuesday, informed sources said. 


Agreeing on a “European security platform’, the minis- 
ters also stressed the need to maintain the “credibility” 
of the independent French and British nuclear forces. 


“The security of West European Countres can only be 
ensured in close association with our North American 
allies,” the sources said, quoting an agrecd tcxt. 


It added that “in the nuclear field we shall continue to 
carry our share, some of us by pursuing the appropriate 
cooperative arrangements with the United States, the 
United Kingdom and France, by continuing to maintain 
independent nuclear forces. the credibility of which they 
are determined to preserve.” 


The 14 ministers — two each from Belgium, Britain, 
France, West Germany, Italy, Luxembourg and the 
Netherlands agreed earlier to call for modernisation of 
France and Britain's nuclear deterrent forces. 


Italy, which showed iniiial reluctance. reportedly fell in 
line with the rest of its WEU partners. 


An Italian spokesman said on Monday that Italian 
Foreign Minister Giulio Andreotti had said that before 
drawing up a common defence position. West European 
countries should have a common foreign policy defined 
within the EEC. 


The ministers were also expected to discusss the prob- 
lems in the Gulf, to which five of the seven countrics 
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have sent minesweepers, intermediate 1range nuclear 
missiles, the preparation of a summit between US 
President Ronald Reagan and Sovict leader Mikhail 
Gorbachev, and an expansion of the WEU. 


The WEU, set up in 1948, is the only purely European 
forum for discussing defence, as the EEC is not able to 
dictate to its members on such maticrs. 


The WEU has assumed new importance since the United 
States and the Soviet Union moved towards signing an 
agreement on eliminating medium-range nuclear arms in 
Europe, a move which many of the European powers sce 
as threatening their security. 


Andreotti, Zanone Speak to Press 
AU280834 Rome ANSA in English OS17 GAIT 
28 Oct 87 


{Text} (ANSA) The Hague — Forcign Minister Giulio 
Andrcotti and Defense Minister Valctio Zanone of Maly 
said they were satisfied with the Atlantic and European 
cornerstone displayed in the “Platform of European 
Interests on Issues of Security” endorsed here by the 
seven Western European Union Nations. 


In a press conference held at the end of work Tuesday, 
the Italian ministers spoke in positive terms of the two 
days of mectings of the foreign ministers and defense 
ministers from Great Britain, West Germany. Fiance. 
Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg 
focused on arms control and disarmament. East-West 
relations and the Gulf crisis. 


“The document we approved satisfics the fundamental 
requirements for removing all reasons for polemics”. 
said Andreotti. He also affirmed that the text “fits in the 
framework of the Atlantic treaty which, in forty years of 
testing and evolution, has shown that it is an invaluable 
instrument, the political and military reality of which is 
to be maintained.” 


Within NATO, he said, there is “the interdependence of 
European political integration and the problems of joint 
defense and security.” 


After disclosing that there were differences of opinions 
on the rcugh draft of the document. the Italian minister 
said that the best parts of the draft were carried into the 
final document. 


Discussing the section in which the importance of thc 
British and French nuclear forces are acknowledged and 
the need to maintain their credibility, Andreotti said that 
these forces “are factors in relation to the East though 
they are not earmarked for the protection of the entire 
NATO lineup.” 


The Italian defense minister told the press conference 
that the platform was the product of considerable diplo- 
matic effort and work on the language and is satisfactory 
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because “it strongly underscores the concepis of Euro- 
pean integration which requires integrated defenses in 
the framework of the Atlantic alliance. 


“Dissuasion is a global concept which requires close tics 
of alliance between Europe and the United States.” 
Zanone noted. 


Speaking of the ways. means and stages Icading to an 
integrated European defense system. the minister said 
that “Italy is watching with interest™ the Franco-German 
initiative with an eye on the prospect of staging joint 


mancuvers “among all the seven WEE! mr enle ss on 
tions.~ 


Ihe defense chicf laid heavy cmplersis on the pocd to 
standardize weapons and push for cooperation m tech 
nological rescarch on armaments svetetrs 


In this connection, Zanonc announced the ste detrer of 
a conference to be sponsored by the WET! en the mene 
cllicicnt manggement of the Farepean pes crm ats 
defense resources. 


A diplomatic source bere sasd the mee tree may bo betel 
The Hague m mid-March next yeas 


Andreotti View Supported 


AU271055 Rome ANSA in English 1045 GMT 27 Oct 87 


[Text] (ANSA) The Hague, October 27—There appears 
to be substantial support among the seven Western 
European Union nations for the conditions posed by 
Italian Forcign Minisicr Giulio Andreotti regarding set- 
ting down a “platform” for European defence. 


Speaking before WEU foreign and defence ministers 
yesterday Andreotti underlined the necd for defence 
cooperation to be ticd to a “political design”. “It is not a 
question of slowing down or delaying anything” 
Andreotti affirmed, “what is necessary is having clear 
idcas in the political sense”. 


While diplomatic sources here believe the “platform” 
will be approved, there remains some question on how it 
will be received “politically”. in particular this aspect of 
boosting the role of the WEU--composed of Great 
Britain, West Germany. France, Haly, Belgium, the 
Netherlands and Luxembourg. During the meetings held 
today and yesterday, Italy was represented by Andreotti 
and Defence Minister Valerio Zanone. 


“What we must know” Andreotti told the WEU part- 
ners, “is what direction.we want to go. We can work in 
seven, but only if there is an overall design for a 
European union”. 


Andtrcotti paid special aticntion to the relations between 
the WEU and the NATO alliance, affirming that “noth- 
ing should be created that in any way would have 
repercussions on the Atlantic alliance”. 


The Halian forcign minister then went on to cite French 
® President Francois Mitterrand who had maintained that 
“one needs to know the ends” of boosting defence 
cooperation, adding that “a joint political power base is 
necessary which is capable of perfecting what we have 
already done for on [as received] a military level”. 


Observers here pointed out that Italy views the WEU 
council mecting here as a “testing ground” for the WEU 
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given that its expansion should comcide with the me &- 
ment towards a united Europe. For the Halians, the 
WEU should be given greater power and baching, for 
military questions given that the Evropcan commnnity. 
by the nature of its original charter, focuscs oly on 
political and cconomic aspects of Easi-West ictations 


The mecting here yesterday of WEU foreign and define 
ministers began with a gencral examination of Fast Weet 
relations, following the disappointing visit to Mase ov of 
U.S. Secrfctary of State George Shultz, while the «itu. 
tion in the Persian Gulf is expected to be looked at today 


Diplomatic sources here have not ruled out the pos ital. 
ity that there may also be a side mecting of those “SEU 
nations that are also members of the United [latrons 
Security Council. Italy, that chairs the Sccurity Corner 
for the manth of October, West Germany. Gircat Thritain, 
and France. The latter two nations are permanent mem- 
bers on the Security Council and thus have vctoe power. 


The WFIU! “platform”, presented by Dutch Loreen 
Minister Hans van Brock, given that the Netherlonds 
hold the duty presidency of the WET! Council, is similar 
to the defence “charter” presented by Preach Premict 
Jacques Chirac and is said to contain “primritics and 
orientations” on European defence and security evpr- 
cially in light of the tentative US Soviet accend on 
climinating short and medium-range nucicar trestles mm 
Europe. 


During initial debate on the “plathhwum”. both Aw rect 
and British Foreign Secretary Sir Cicoliney Hewe meted 
on the need of linking the Evromissile accord with a 
“package” that would include chemical weapons aed 
conventional forces, in an effort to reduce them to the 
lowest level possible. 


On the sidclines of the WEU council mecting, / eon 
had a working luacheon with his Deutch cownterport 
Willem van Eckelen. Sources close to Zanene ond thot 
the defence minister was, overall, satisfied by the “plot 
form” presented, in particular for its “Europe and 
Atlantic (NATO)” stance. 
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